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FOUNDED 1807. 
°, REGENT ST., W., anp 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 


5 
PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 
ign risks being undertaken. 
a4 RETU SYSTEM of the County Fire Orrice offers an important advantage 
i Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in the Office. 








moms OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the ApvanTaGEs offered 
py the “ County ”? may be obtained upon application. 
B. E. RATLIFFE, Secretary. 
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LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, : 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C: 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates, 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 
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THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
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PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
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The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
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Current Topics. 


Tue Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. Justice Bicuam to 
be the Judge in Bankruptcy during the absence of Mr. Justice 
Wricat. 





WE azz officially informed that a Council of all the Judges of 
the Supreme Court, under the presidency of the Lord Chancellor, 
was held on Wednesday morning at the Royal Courts of Justice 
to consider a representation from the bar in favour of com- 
mencing the Long Vacation on the Ist, instead of the 13th, of 
August, and terminating on the 10th, instead of the 23rd, of 
October. Though many of the judges were disposed to favour 
the proposal, it was unanimously resolved that the consensus of 
opinion. was insufficient to justify proceeding further with the 
matter. 





WE cannor regret that the judges have declined to support 
the proposal of the General Council of the Bar in favour of a 
shifting of the Long Vacation. The proposal did not purport 
to be made in the interests of the administration of justice or of 
the suitors, or of the profession generally. It was only adopted 
to suit the domestic arrangements of those members of the bar 
who are at the same time burdened with large practices and 
large families. These gentlemen are quite competent to look 
after both. And there can be little doubt that the judges are 
right in saying that there is no consensus of opinion, even 
among members of the bar, in favour of a change which is 
founded on no principle. The extinction of this proposal leaves 
the field open for suggestions which have been made to modi 
the injurious effects of the Long Vacation system, and whi 
are based upon some principle. There is no other profession 
which interrupts the business of its clients and the public 
to the extent to which legal practitioners are allowed by 
law to suspend their duties in the Long Vacation; unless 
it may be those chartered libertines, the masters and tutors 
in the public schools and universities. What is needed is a 
simple and businesslike organization by which the holiday 
yen. of judges and barristers and solicitors may be grati- 
fied without this disastrous dislocation. The Law Society 
is much more wise and prudent in its suggestion that the 
Vacation should be shortened in the interests of the suitors an 
of business. But even that might not be n if the 
ordinary intelligence of business men were available for the 
organization of legal affairs. If from the Ist of A to the 
1st of November the courts were kept sitting at strength, 
with alternate watches, so to speak, every judge, barrister, and 
solicitor would be able by easy adaptation to take his six weeks’ 
holiday at least ; and be better off still than most other profes- 
sions. Or the Long Vacation might be shortened to eight weeks if 
only two or three effective courts were kept at work with alternate 
relays of judges, which would still allow every man to get his 
six weeks—the amount which Sir Epwarp Ciarxe declares to 
be enough for any man’s holiday. But there seems to be a 
melancholy dearth of pens and will available for 
the purpose. The General Council of the Bar has pottered 
over the subject for more years than we care to remember, 
and has brought forth this “ridiculus mus” which commands 
neither consensus of opinion nor modicum of respect. Quousque 
tandem ? 

28 
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WE print elsewhere two letters on claims to stamp duty which 
have been evoked by our remarks last week in connection with 
the recent decision relative to stamp duty on receipts for sums 
One of these letters exhibits 
the Somerset House authorities in a pew and pleasing light. 
Their functions are not, as might be supposed, confined to devis- 
ing new constructions of the Stamp Act for the vexation and 
harrassment of practitioners and their clients. They also exist 
for the laudable purpose of putting fresh life into antique legal 
fictions. Everyone knows that, in building leases, where no rent 
is to be reserved for the first year, it is usual to reserve a pepper- 
corn, and everyone knows, too, that this is only a picturesque 
way of saying that there is to be no rent at all. The 


secured by equitable mortgages. 


actual reservation of a rent is not required in order to constitute 
a contract of tenancy, but the peppercorn is a survival from 
prehistoric times, and it is retained as a matter of curiosity. It 
is a slight oasis in the arid wastes of a well-drawn lease; in 
plain language, it pleases the mind of the articled clerk. But at 
Somerset House itis looked on in a different light. It is no 
venerable relic retained from mere force of habit. It is a 
twentieth century fact, palpitating with reality and replete 
with the possibities of a new source of revenue. The 
peppercorn must be judged by the Schedule to the Stamp 
Act, title “Lease or Tack,’ but the official eye, carefully 
scanning the sacred columns of the ad valorem scale, sees 
no mention of it. The scale speaks of a rent “not exceeding 
£5 per annum,” and imposes the beggarly charge of 6d., but 
who shall say that a peppercorn is to be measured in money? 
Certainly not the gentlemen who are piloting the new fiscal 
departure in the matter of stamp duties. A peppercorn is of 
indefinite value, and the lease must, therefore, be “of any other 
kind whatsoever not hereinbefore described,” and so liable to 
a stamp of 10s. Buta ten shilling stamp will frank a lease up 
to £100 of rent, and we regret to observe that our correspondent 
has quite failed to see the humour of the thing, and threatens in 
his next lease of the same kind to substitute a farthing for a 
peppercorn. That is a very prosaic way of dealing with the 
matter, and on reflection he will recognize that the ingenuity 
displayed in this kind of claim deserves encouragement rather 
repression. It is not everyone who would have seen in the 
useless but ornamental peppercorn the possibility of a ten 
shilling stamp and the replenishment of an empty exchequer. 





Tue ciaim to which our other correspondent calls attention 
does not merit commendation on the ground of ingenuity. 
Indeed, we should rather say that it is based on some confusion 
as to what constitutes a deed. The contention is that a mere 
consent, which, if given by an individual under hand, would of 
course require no duty, becomes a deed and liable to a 10s. 
stamp if it is given by a corporation under seal. But, of course, 
the mere affixing of a seal does not make an instrument a deed, 
and this was decided in Meg. v. Morton (L. R. 2 C. C. R. 22), 
where it was held that a letter of orders under the seal of a 
bishop was not a deed within the meaning of the Forgery Act, 
1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 98), which makes it felony to forge 
“any deed or any bond or writing obligatory.” or the 
discussion of what constitutes a deed we must refer to 
the judgment delivered by Boviru, C.J. That learned judge, 
without pretending to give an exhaustive definition of a deed, 
considered generally that a deed was either in the nature of a 
contract, or passed, or confirmed the passing of, an interest in 
property. The term certainly does not extend to a mere consent 
authorizing an act, but not in any sense involving a contract or 
passing an interest. The fair way of looking at such an instru- 
ment is to consider its effect if given by an individual under 
hand. If it is an agreement, so as to be liable to a 6d. 
stamp, the affixing of the seal would require a 10s. stamp. But 
in fact it is a mere authority, not within any head of the Stamp 
Act, and, this being so, the affixing by the corporation of its 
seal—which is equivalent to signature—does not attract any 
stamp duty. But in practice there is of course in general no 
resource except to submit to these petty exactions, however 
unreasonable. 





Tux Civit Judicial Statistics for 1902, which have just been 


———<— 
any marked fluctuations of figures. The total of proceedings jy 
all courts is dominated by the number of proceedings begun jp 
the county courts. These were 1,297,296, an increase of som, 
54,000 on the previous year. In the Chancery Division th 
number was practically unvaried-—7,588—a decrease of 95 
on the previous year. The figures for the King’s Beng, 
Division—72,145—shewed a decrease of 2,425. There wag g 
marked decrease in appeals to the Court of Appeal—731, gg 
compared with 875 in the previous year—and a decreas 
also in appeals to the Judicial Committee. The tribungl 
which shewed the greatest vitality was the House of Londs 
where the appeals were 96, against 76 in 1901, an increng 
of some 25 per cent. It is interesting to note that ay 
appeal to the Judicial Committee is a less expensiy 
affair than an appeal to the House of Lords. The average 
amount of the bills taxed in the former tribunal was £348, of 
which an average of £275 was allowed. The corresponding 
figures in the House of Lords were £531 brought in and £335 
allowed. Suing im formd pauperis attained in 1902 considerable 
proportions in the Divorce Division, and seventy-one applications 
for leave so to sue were granted. In the previous year, which 
had the highest figure since 1896, the number was forty-two. 
In the King’s Bench Division only one such application was 
allowed ; in the House of Lords there were six. 





Aw interestiNG table is furnished by Sir Jonny Maoponetz in 
the introduction which he has prefixed to the Civil Judicial 
Statistics shewing the amount which was recovered in 1902 
under order 14, as compared with the amount recovered under 
judgments generally. The total of the amounts for which judg- 
ments were signed in the Central Office was £5,095,977. For 
the greater part of this—about three million pounds—judgment 
was signed in default of appearance. Only about half a million 
was recovered after trial, and about one and a-half million was 
recovered under order 14. In other words, to only about 
one-tenth of the amount for which judgment is obtained is 
there any sort of a defence. The table which has been pre- 
pared for the purpose of shewing the result of the taxation 
of costs in 1901, 1902, and 1903 reveals a remarkable 
increase in the costs respectively brought in and allowed 
in the King’s Bench Division. The amount brought in 
in 1902—£576,997—shewed an ircrease on 1901 of £67,196, 
and the amount allowed—£409,860—an increase of £62,182. 
The corresponding increases in 1903 were—on bills brought in, 
£42,557; on costs allowed, £38,694. These two years cover the 
period since the amalgamation of the taxing offices, and the 
figures indicate that the effect has been to raise very substan- 
tially the scale of costs in the King’s Bench Division. In the 
Chancery Division there was a very large increase in bills 
brought in and amounts allowed in 1902 as compared with 1901, 
but a decrease in 1903. Of the other matters of interest 
to which Master Macponztt calls attention, we may refer to the 
table which shews the extent to which imprisonment for debt 
still exists. This was supposed to have been abolished in 1869, 
the Debtors Act of that year providing that ‘‘ with the excep- 
tions hereinafter mentioned, no person shall, after the 
commencement of the Act, be arrested or imprisoned for 
making default in payment of asum of money.” In 1869 the 
number of persons imprisoned as debtors was 13,248, and this 
shewed a marked increase on previous years. There was 
1870 a drop to 8,804, and in 1874 the number had fallen to 
5,158; but since the latter date it has steadily risen, and in 
1902 stood at 15,710, a figure higher even than before the 
supposed abolition of this process. Of the total number, 9,53! 
were imprisoned under county court judgments, the number s0 
imprisoned having risen to this figure from 6,905 in 1893. 
The figures suggest the expediency of an inquiry into the 
present system of imprisonment for debt. The exceptions to the 
Act of 1869 appear to have in practice nullified its leading 
provision. 





Tux RECENT case of Rex v. New, heard by a Divisional Court, 
recalls the days when Dr. Barnarpo was so constantly before 
the courts in respect to the question of the custody of children. 





issued under the editorship of Master Macponzt, do not shew 
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illegitimate child over that child. The law could hardly be in 
doubt, for the House of Lords considered it very fully in 
Barnardo v. McHugh (1891, App. Cas. 388). At common law an 
illegitimate child is /r/ius nuliius, and at one time no doubt at 
Jaw the mother was considered as having no further rights over 
the child than any stranger. Equity, however, has for a long 
time taken a different and a more humane view, and now, of 
course, equitable principles prevail in all courts. Further than 
this, by the Poor Law Act, 1834, the mother of an illegitimate 
child is under an obligation to maintain it until it reaches the 
age of sixteen. Taking these matters into consideration, the 
House of Lords clearly laid it down that in questions as to the 
custody of such a child, the desires of the mother should be 
primarily regarded, and that her wishes should be followed unless 
it can be shewn that it would be detrimental to the interest of the 
child that it should be delivered to the custody of the mother, or of 
such person as she wishes tohaveitscustody. If the mother wishing 
to obtain custody of the child were shewn to be a person of bad 
character, not fit to have the upbringing of a child, or if for any 
other reason strong proof is adduced that it would be detri- 
mental to the child to remove it from its existing custody, the 
court should refuse to accede. to the mother’s wishes. In the 
recent case, where a mother wished to take her child out of the 
custody of worthy persons who had had the child for twelve 
years, and put the child into a religious institution, the law 
could not well have been in doubt. The question, therefore, 
resolved itself into one of discretion, and one of fact. There was 
(as so often happens in these cases) a question in the case as to 
the religious education of the child. The court, however, held 
that, unless detrimental to the child, they were bound to accede 
to the wishes of the mother; that here there was no evidence that 
the carrying out of these wishes would be detrimental; and that 
the mother had a right to choose the form of religion in which 
the child should be brought up. It appears, therefore, that now 
the rights of the mother over her illegitimate child are almost 
as wide as the rights of a father over his legitimate child. 





THE Provisions of the False Statements (Companies) Bill, 1904, 
appear to have spread anxiety and alarm among the members of 
the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales. 
At the annual general meeting of the society on the 4th of 
May the president referred to the Bill, which enacts that if 


any person being a director, manager, secretary, or other 
officer of any company, or being the auditor of a 
company, whether an officer or not, wilfully circulates, 


ublishes, or makes or prepares for circulation or pub- 
ication, or concurs in so circulating, publishing, making 
or preparing any written statement or account relating to the 
financial affairs or property of the company which he knows to 
be false in any material particular, he shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanour, and liable upon conviction on indictment to 
Imprisonment for a term not exceeding two years, or, in the 
discretion of the court, to a fine not exceeding £500. The 
president stated that the Bill appeared to the council of the Insti- 
tute to be of so dangerous a character that they requested the 
favour of an interview with the Attorney-General, and that in 
the course of this interview they explained that it had been the 
practice for banks, financial and other companies of every 
description to create special reserves, and at times, when the 
markets were inflated owing to exceptional profits, to avoid 
writing up the value of their securities. That the result of this 
practice was that statemants in balance-sheets, though prepared 
in the interests of the shareholders, were often, strictly ing, 
imaccurate, and might, if the Bill became law, be made the sub- 
ject of vexatious proceedings for the purposes of blackmail. In 
reply to these objections, the Attorney-General stated that he 
had already consented to amend the Bill by inserting a pro- 
vision that no prosecution under the enactment should be insti- 
tuted unless the fiat of the Attorney-General for the time being 
had been obtained, and that the whole matter should receive 
ér consideration. We cannot think that the fears of the 
council were well grounded. In considering whether a state- 
ment as to the financial affairs or property of a company is 
false in any material particular,” regard must be had to the 
practical purpose for which it is required. In the cases referred 


to it would be scarcely possible to give the exact value of the 
securities ; the material fact would be that they were not below 
a certain value. If the valuer, keeping on the safe side and 
anxious to avoid exaggeration, values securities at a price less 
than they would command in the market, it would be difficult to 
describe his valuation as a “false statement.” And it must not 
be forgotten that any valuation is, properly speaking, within the 
region of mere opinion and not in that of absolute assertion. 





Tue case of the Citizens’ Life Assurance Co. v. Brown, recently 
decided by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, marks 
the progressive tendency of the courts in dealing with corpora- 
tions on the same principle as they deal with individuals. Their 
lordships decided that a limited company is responsible for a 
libel published by an officer of the company in the course of his 
employment. Some judges have held very strong opinions as 
to the non-liability of corporations where it is necessary for the 
plaintiff in an action to prove some mental attitude on the 
defendants’ part. Thus in Abrath v. North-Eastern Railway Co. 
(11 App. Cas. 247) Lord Bramwett expressed a most decided 
opinion that a corporation is incapable of malice or of motive, 
and that, therefore, an action will not be against a corporation for 
malicious prosecution. This, however, was merely a dictum, and 
has not been followed. In fact, in Cornford v. Carlton Bank 
(Limited) (1899, 1 Q. B. 392) the plaintiff recovered in an action 
for malicious prosecution against a company, and on appeal 
(1900, 1 Q. B. 22) it was conceded at the bar that such an action 
will lie. As for libel, even before the recent decision it has 
been almost universally admitted of late years that an 
action will lie against a corporation for alibel published by an 
officer in the course of his employment. The reasoning on 
the subject, which was largely accepted in years gone by, all 
turned on the idea that a corporation, not being a person nor 
having a mind, cannot have any motive nor intent. But of late 
years the tendency has been constantly progressing in the 
direction of treating corporations as persons; and now it may be 
said that for almost every civil purpose corporations are persons. 
Of course, they can only act through their officers; but in any 
case where an individual is liable in damages as principal for 
the act of his agent, then probably the action will equally lie 
where the principal is a corporation. In fact, as indicated by 
the members of the Judicial Committee, all the old-fashioned 
talk of imputing malice to corporations is most fallacious, and 
introduces metaphysical subtleties which are extremely mis- 
leading. If an innocent individual has to pay damages for the 
act of his servant, there is no earthly reason which will stand 
the test of common sense why a company should not pay in 
similar circumstances. Then, with regard to libel, comes this 
nice question : If the occasion of the publication gives rise to a 
primd facie privilege, is that ere destroyed by the existence 
of express malice in the mind of the officer publishing the libel 
in the course of his employment? This point has long been 
regarded as doubtful. r. Buaxe Opeers, in his well-known 
book, seems to think that the primd facie privilege is not 
destroyed, and that in such circumstances a corporation is not 
liable. The recent decision is, however, against this view. In 
that case it was held that the occasion of publication was 
privileged, but malice was found on the part of the officer, and 
the company was held to be responsible. Actions against com- 
panies, then, may be now said to depend strictly on the law of 
principal and agent. If in law the principal is liable, then, as a 
rule, it can make little difference whether the principal is an 
individual or a corporation. 





Tux Intsx cask of Brown v. Watson (Ir. Rep. 1904, 2 K. B. D. 
218) turns upon the liability of the executor of the lessee of a 
public-house under the ordinary covenant by the lessee not to do 
or suffer any act whereby the licence may be forfeited or its 
renewal withheld. The Irish Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 114) contains 
a similar provision to that in the English Licensing Acts—that 
upon the death of a licensed person the justices may transfer the 
licence to any person not disqualified by law to whom it shall be 





roposed to transfer such licence. The plaintiffs had anted a 
ass of a licensed house to the defendant’s testator, under which 
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he covenanted (1) that he would not do or suffer any act 
whereby the licence for using the demised premises as a public- 
house might be forfeited or affected prejudicially or the renewal 
thereof might be withheld; (2) that he would at all proper 
times do all acts necessary to procure a renewal of the existing 
spirit licence; (3) that at the expiration of the term he would 
do all acts necessary for assigning and transferring the then 
existing licence to the nominee of the landlord. The testator 
died on the 26th of October, 1902, having by his will appointed the 
defendant, his widow, executrix. He had a licence for the year 
ending October, 1902, and he had obtained a certificate from 
the magistrates for a renewal of the licence. Negotiations 
then took place between the plaintiffs and the defen- 
dant, which may be summarized by stating that the 
plaintiffs insisted on the defendant putting the premises in 
repair and keeping them open so as to carry on the business 
until the licence had been transferred and the lease surrendered. 
The will did not empower the defendant as executrix to carry 
on the business, and she refused to carry it on, removed the 
stock-in-trade, and shut up the premises. It appeared, also, 
that the plaintiffs themselves took no steps to obtain an interim 
transfer of the licence or a new licence, although the defendant 
offered to do all that was necessary to transfer it, though she 
persistently refused to apply for an interim transfer or a 
temporary licence in her own name. The licence, in 
consequence of the delay in applying for it, was lost. 
The action was brought for breach of the covenant to 
maintain the licence and to transfer it at the end of 
the term. The difficulty appears to have arisen, as it 
often does, from one of the parties to a covenant wishing to 
prescribe the mode in which it should be fulfilled, and to obtain 
more than he is legally entitled to. It would very likely be for 
the benefit of the business that it should be kept on by the 
widow until a new tenant could be procured to whom she might 
surrender the premises. But it was quite another question 
whether she was under an obligation to conduct the business 
herself. The Court of Appeal held that the defendant as 
executrix was not bound to take out a licence. pending a 
surrender of the demised premises, and that her omission to 
take it out and to carry on the business was not an act done by 
her by which the existing licence was forfeited. The decision 
appears to be founded upon a reasonable construction of the 
covenant. It would have been hard to require the executrix to 
carry on the business on her personal responsibility when she 
was ready and willing to assign the premises to some proper 
person—namely, to the plaintiffs or their nominee, and on the 
completion of the assignment to transfer her husband’s licence. 


WE Azz disposed to think that the occupier of a flat is exposed 
to more annoyance from his immediate neighbours than the 
occupier of an ordinary dwelling-house. At the South-Western 
police-court a gentleman complained to the magistrate of the 
annoyance caused to him by a neighbour, who occupied the 
adjoining flat, playing the piano at all hours of the day and 
night. The music had seriously disturbed his rest. The 
magistrate, who is the author of a work on the Law of 
Nuisances, is reported to have said that the courts had decided 
that a neighbour need not consider or comply with the wishes 
of those living next door. We can scarcely think that the 
decisions bear out this view of the law, but there is little to 
encourage a householder who proposes to bring an action for 
damages or an injunction against a noisy neighbour. The 
courts are unwilling to interfere, and have a great deal to say 
about he gt vr - advantage of forbearance and 
compromise. In some of the foreign towns pianoforte playin 
is only allowed during certain Soumt a the Soe, but to cit 
such a restriction in the metropolis would scarcely add to the 
popularity of the county council. It may be necessary before 
ong to appoint a commission to inquire into the noises of 
London and the best means available for their limitation or 
suppression. 








Tux action of the Russian gunboat Arabri in stopping th 
English mail steamer Osiris with the object of aaa the 
Japanese mails has given rise to complaints, as it is said to be 
inconsistent with the doctrine that a neutral has a right to 





preserve its relations with a belligerent so long as this privilege 
is not used as a cover for the conveyance of military and naval 
dispatches. We believe that the question how far the mail 
steamers of a neutral may be stopped and searched is one of the 
most pressing questions of neutrality, and that it is eminently 
desirable that this question should be finally adjusted by 
treaty. 








Purchases of Goodwill. 


Tue extent of the protection which the law affords to the 
purchaser of the wo of a business has, it is well known, 
been settled by the decision of the House of Lords in Thegg 
v. Hunt (44 W. R. 225; 1896, A. C. 7), but an interesting 
example of the rule there established is afforded by the 
recent decision of Farwett, J., in Curl Brothers (Limited) y, 
Webster (1904, 1 Ch. 685). To goodwill, as such, the law does 
not give any great measure of protection. Of course, the 
purchaser, if he is properly advised, will fortify the goodwill 
with an express covenant restraining the vendor from destroying 
the property which he has sold by setting up a new business in 
competition with the old one. But in the absence of such a 
covenant it is well settled that the vendor is at liberty to start in 
business again as close to his former premises as he choses. ‘‘ Upon 
a sale of the goodwill of a business,” said Woop, V.C., in 
Churton v. Douglas (Johns. 174), ‘the vendor is not precluded 
from carrying on a precisely similar business, with all the 
advantages that he may be able to acquire from his own industry 
and labour, and from the regard people may have for him; and 
that in a place next door, for example, to the very place where 
the former business was carried on. And, upon the authorities, 
it is settled that if the purchaser wishes to prevent this step from 
being taken, it is his fault if he does not take care to insert 
provisions to that effect in the deed.” But in Labouchere vy. 
Dawson (L.R. 13 Eq. 322) Lord Romitty, M.R., drew a distinction 
between the setting up a rival business next door and the 
actually soliciting the customers of the old business to cross 
over to the new one. ‘The vendor,” he said, ‘‘is entitled 
to publish any circulars to all the world to say that he 
is carrying on such a business; but he is not entitled 
either by private letter, or by a visit, or by his traveller or 
agent, to go to any person who was a customer of the old firm 
and solicit him not to continue his business with the old firm, 
but to transfer it to him, the new firm. That is not a fair and 
reasonable thing for him to do after he has sold the goodwill.” 

But the last sentence in the passage just quoted shews the 
difficulty of attempting to settle a question of this kind upon any 
general notion of what is fair and reasonable. If the matter 
were open, it would probably be permissible to say that it is 
not fair and reasonable for a man who has just recejved money 
for the goodwill of his business—that is, for the probability 
that the old customers will resort to the old place 
—to destroy the goodwill by opening a rival business 
next door. And if he goes further and solicits the old 
customers, this, again, is not fair and reasonable, though it 
is a somewhat more flagrant breach of propriety. It is merely a 
question of degree, and, looking at it in this light, the Court of 
Appeal in Pearson v. Pearson (32 W. R. 1006, 27 Ch. D. 145) 
saw no solid basis for distinguishing between setting up a rival 
business and soliciting old customers. ‘It is admitted,” said 
Corton, L.J., in that case, “that a person who has sold the 
goodwill of his business may set up a similar business next door 
and say that he is the person who carried on the old business, 
yet such proceedings manifestly tend to prevent the old cus- 
tomers going to the old place, I cannot see where to draw the 
line. If he may by his acts invite the old ctistomers to deal with 
him and not with the purchaser, why may he not apply to them 
and ask them to do so?” ; 

This apparent impossibility of distinguishing between setting up 
a rival business and soliciting old customers induced the majority 
of the Court of Appeal (Baccatuay and Corroy, L.JJ.) to hold 
that solicitation of customers was permissible. It was too late to 
attempt to prevent the setting up of a rival business; this 
been definitely settled to be lawful; and the court, so it was 
held, was bound to allow the greater injustice as well. But 
Linvizy, L.J., took the opposite view, and was content, if equity 
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uld not do perfect justice, at any rate not to exaggerate | 
injustice in deference to logic. ‘It startles a non-lawyer,” he A New Danger to Order 14. 
said, “to be told that if he buys a business and its goodwill, the 
seller can immediately enter into competition with him next IIT. 
door. The courts, however, have held that this can Tue only remaining point which requires to be considered in 
be done; but I think that Lord Romitiy was right in not detail is whether ord. 14, r. 7, which established these references 
applying this doctrine to a case where the vendor directly | to a master, contains any condition which takes away from the 
applies to his old customers to induce them to continue parties consenting to the reference the right of appeal from the 
dealing with him instead of with the purchaser.” And | master’s decision. The rule is short, and we will quote it in 
this dissentient view prevailed when the question came before | full : 
the House of Lords in Zrego v. Hunt. There, as in the Court of Rule of July, 1902. 
Appeal, it was treated as indisputable that a vendor of a good-| «7 Upon the hearing of the application, with the consent of parties, 
will could forthwith enter into competition with the purchaser. | an order may be made referring the action to a master, or the action may 
Lord HerscHE.t suggested that a distinction might have been | be finally disposed of without appeal in 4 summary way.” 
drawn in the first instance between cases where the sale was not| We confess ourselves unable to perceive any ground of doubt 
perfectly voluntary—as. where goodwill was sold upon the | as to the construction to be p on the words of this rule. 
dissolution of a partnership—and where the sale was entirely | The foundation of the whole rule is the consent of parties. This 
the voluntary act of the vendor. It might, he said, have been ' consent may be given (a) to an order referring the action to a 
held in the latter class of cases “that the _vendor was not master; or (d) to a summary disposal of the action there and 
entitled to derogate from his grant by seeking in any manner to then, without order and without appeal. Two alternatives are 
withdraw from the purchaser the customers of the old business, | offered—one an ordinary reference for trial, with the ordinary 
as he would do by setting up a business in such a place or under | consequences of such a reference; the other an extraordinary 
such circumstances that it would immediately compete with the | sort of informal trial which the parties agree shall be final. 
old customers.” But he added that it was too late to make any| This reading is borne out by the past history of the rule. It 
such distinction. ‘I think it must be treated as settled that | arrived at its present form in two separate instalments. The 
whenever the goodwill of a business is sold the vendor does not, first form in which it appeared in 1883 was as follows: 














by reason only of that sale, come under a restriction not to carry 
on a competing business.’ But allowing this, Lord Hrscue. Rule of 1883. 
did not think it was impossible to distinguish in principle| ‘‘7. The judge may, with the consent of all parties, dispose of the action 


between such a course and the direct solicitation of customers. | finally and without appeal in a summary way. 
Setting up a rival business was doing no more than any member | Originally it concluded with a provision as to costs which was 
of the public might do ; for the vendor to solicit old customers | removed by R. S. C. 1893, as costs generally were then dealt with 
was to take advantage of his knowledge of his former business | by a separate rule. The method — by this rule of 1883 
in order to destroy the property which he had sold. ‘‘This} was clearly not a reference at all. The idea suggested was a 
seems to me,” said Lord HerscuEtt, ‘ to be a direct and inten- | summary trial there and then, which, by consent, was to be 
tional dealing with the goodwill and an endeavour to final and conclusive. We refer to it as a suggested idea, 
destroy it.” Similarly Lord Macnacuren said that the! because, so far as we are aware, it never developed into a 
right of the vendor to interfere with the goodwill which | reality, but remained practically inoperative and disregarded. 
he had sold was limited to the doing of such acts as | It could hardly have been otherwise, for the simple reason that 
any member of the public could do. ‘‘He may thus interfere | the provision could, in its very nature, only have been applied 
with the custom of his neighbour as a stranger and an| to those cases under order 14 in which the defendant would be 
outsider might do; but he must not, I think, avail himself of | certain to refuse his consent. ‘The rule, therefore, naturally 
his special knowledge of the old customers to regain, without | remained more or less forgotten. So it might have remained if 
consideration, that which he has parted with for value.” circumstances had not happened, unconnected in any way with 
In the recent case of Curl Brothers (Limited) v. Webster (supra), | the idea embodied in it, which made it a convenient peg on 
it was suggested that the principle of Zrego v. Hunt did not | which to hang a different provision of great value. 
apply where the customers of the old business had, before the| For several years there had been growing dissatisfaction with 
solicitation complained of, already of their own accord | the practice of remitting actions, or the residue of actions, to the 
became customers of the new business. It was pointed | couaty courts. It meant extra costs and considerable delay, and 
out that in TZyego v. Hunt Lord Herscnert had said | in the great majority of cases so remitted, the defendant never 
that it was true that those who were former customers of | even appeared in the county court, knowing well that his defence 
the vendor might of their own accord transfer their custom | had been merely a well-designed device to gain time, and had 
to his new business, and hence it was argued that, | so far succeeded. This practice of remitting actions was often a 
when once they had done so, the obligation not to solicit} kind of justice so tardy and expensive as to be no justice 
them was atanend. But Farwett, J., declined to place any | at all. 
such limitation on the rule in Zrego v. Hunt. Like other judges| In these circumstances the conclusion was come to that parties 
before him, he observed upon the scant measure of protection | ought to be allowed the option of having their actions referred 
which the law affords to goodwill, and he was not disposed | for trial to a master by consent, in lieu of remission to a county 
further to diminish it. The prohibition of soliciting customers | court. And here the master had a lever at hand in ord. 14, 
is, he said, “‘the very smallest measure of protection that the |r. 8 (4). If consent to an order of reference was unreasonably 
purchaser is entitled to get ; it is unfortunate that he cannot get | refused, he could, without consent, order the action to be 
more; but he is entitled on the authorities to say: ‘You have | inserted in the special list for summary trial in the High Court. 
sold me this business, and you shall not actively solicit’ the | Ord. 14, r. 7, of 1882 was no doubt regarded as a convenient 
customers who made that business, who formed the value of it, | place for this new proposal of referring the action to a master for 
to leave me and come to you.’ That being the principle, | trial in lieu of remitting it to a county court. The reference 
it appears to, me it is really a matter of indifference | to a master thus provided stands, therefore, as an alternative to 
whether a particular individual who is solicited has | two already existing methods of disposing of the action—the 
also of his own accord done business with the vendor.” | one by trial in the High Court as a short cause; the other by 
The rule, he added, prohibits the solicitation of the | trial in the county court. If analogy is to be sought for any- 
customers of the old business; and such customers do not lose | where, it is here. What is more natural than to suppose that 
that character because they also deal with the new business. | the Rule Committee, in passing this new rule providing an 
The learned judge accordingly rejected the limitation which it| alternative to trial in the High Court, or the county éourt; 
Was sought to put upon the rule in Zrego v. Zwnt, and that rule, | should (unless otherwise expressed) have intended to provide 
liberally interpreted, represents the extent of protection to which ; another mode of trial which would be analogous to those two. 
the purchaser of goodwill is entitled in the absence of an express|The only words in the rule are, “an order may be made 
restrictive covenant. referring the action to a master.” It is inconceivable that the 
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Rule Committee intended by this innocent phrase to conceal in 
it. a drastic alteration of the rights of the consenting parties—a 
submission at common law to “the award, order, arbitrament, 
and final determination” of the master. If they had meant 
this, they would have so stated. 

But in truth, there is no question of analogy at all in this 
matter. We are dealing with the actual thing itself, converted 
into something else by Act of Parliament. Orders referring 
an action alone to arbitration have not been made since 1889, 
but only for trial. Realization of this fact will remove all mis- 
apprehension as to the true character of these references under 
order 14. When once they are recognized as references for 
trial under the Arbitration Act, all the rest follows. 

We have given our reasons for contending that the reference 
to a master under ord. 14, r. 7, is identical in all respects with a 
similar reference to an official referee, and that a right of appeal 
lies in the one case as in the other. If it should be finally 
held that our contention is wrong, and that such reference to a 
master is in effect a common law reference to arbitration on 
submission of the parties to an order, then we have one request 
to make on behalf of solicitors, and a suggestion which we have 
no hesitation in making on behalf of litigants. 

On behalf of solicitors, we wish to point out that the 
present method by which the reference to a master under 
order 14 is effected is entirely misleading to the con- 
senting parties. If these are in fact references to arbitration 
under the common law, then it may be asked with some 
emphasis that the practice adopted on making the order 
should follow in effect, if not in actual form, the principle which 
was the foundation of the reference of an action at common law. 
The form of the rule for the purpose at common law began as 
follows: ‘‘ Upon hearing, &c., and by consent of parties, it is 
ordered that all matters in difference in this cause be referred to 
the award, order, arbitrament, final end and determination of,” &c. 
(Tidd’s Forms (7 ed., 1840), p. 297). The finality of the refer- 
ence was made absolutely clear by the words of the rule, and 
parties were clearly told what they were consenting to. Let us 
contrast this with the form of order which is now in use for 
referring an action under order 14 to a master. The form is 
given in Appendix K. of the Rules of the Supreme Court 
(No. 34), and is as follows. We give it in full because it is 
somewhat remarkable : 


‘Upon hearing ——— and upon reading the affidavit of ——. It is 
ordered that this action (or matters of account, &c., in this action) be referred 
to the certificate of the master, with all the powers as to certifying and 
— of a judge of the High Court of Justice, and that the costs,’’ 

be. 


If this is an order of reference to arbitration by consent under 
the common law, it is very remarkable that there is no mention 
of any consent; no mention of “ arbitrament, final end and 
determination”; no mention even of an award. It purports to 
be a reference without consent to the “certificate of the master.” 
It has recently been held by Puttiimorg, J., in Haycocks v. 
Mulholland (52 W. R. 400), that the consent of parties must be 
stated in the order, because it is on such consent only that the 
master has power to refer under ord. 14, r. 7, which remark, by 
the way, also applies to a reference for trial under the Arbitration 
Act. There is in this order no trace whatever of the supposed 
analogy between this reference to the certificate of the master, 
and the common law reference to the award, final end and 
determination of an arbitrator. It certainly is not placing 
solicitors in a fair position who are consenting to these references 
under order 14 to omit from the order embodying the arrange- 
ment any form of words conveying a clear understanding that 
in giving their consent they are submitting on behalf of their 
clients to a method of disposing of the action which is final and 
which excludes the possibility of appeal. 

On behalf of litigants, we suggest—if the view we have 
expressed is held to be erroneous—that the words “or officer 
of the court” in section 14 of the Arbitration Act ought to be 
struck out as misleading. Those words were put into the 
section in order to retain the old references to a master, which 
existed before the Act was passed. And further, it is clear that 
ord. 36, r. 55¢, which applies all the rules as to references of 
actions to official referees to similar references “to an officer of 
the court” ought also to be repealed so far as that application 











of rules is concerned. If the position of a master on a reference 
to him is that of an arbitrator giving a final decision, and there. 
fore entirely different from that of an official referee, then the 
rule which makes their respective powers and duties identical 
ought clearly to be struck out. 

But in the interest of litigants we would prefer to put forward 
a request to the Rule Committee that with as little delay as 
possible they should restore the effiacy of ord. 14, r. 7, by adding 
to that portion of the rule providing for the reference to a master 
a clause stating that ‘‘such reference shall be subject to the 
same rules and practice as a reference to an official referee 
under section 14 of the Arbitration Act, 1889.” Hitherto these 
references have been accepted by solicitors and conducted by the 
masters in the same way as references to official referees, and 
have resulted in relieving the courts of a great number of cases 
which would have gone to swell the arrears of the King’s Bench 
Division. The profession has shewn such confidence in the 
masters’ decisions by availing itself freely of this mode of trial 
that the number of these references has increased at a remark- 
able rate. It would be a serious loss and hindrance to litigants 
to cast aside this valuable procedure by suddenly converting 
these references for trial into final arbitrations, and thus weight 
their acceptance by solicitors with a new responsibility which 
they would not care to accept. The masters are the last persons 
who would desire that any artificial barrier should exist in the 
way of appeals against their decisions. 








Reviews. 


Stone’s Justices’ Manual. 


STONE’s JUSTICES’ MANUAL: BEING THE YEARLY JUSTICES’ PRACTICE 
FoR 1904. WirH TABLE or STATUTES, TABLE OF CASES, APPENDIX 
oF ForMs, AND TABLE OF PUNISHMENTS. Edited from 1876 to 
1901 by the late GEorGE B. KENNETT. THIRTY-SIXTH EDITION. 
— by J. R. Roserts, Solicitor. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & 

0. 


We have before us the annual volume of ‘‘Stone”’ for the current 
year. It is hard to say anything new of the work, which still holds 
its place as a book of reference absolutely indispensable by those 
whose practice lies in courts of summary jurisdiction. This year’s 
edition will not be found to suffer by comparison with its predecessors, 
and it bears every mark of that careful revision which we are accustomed 
to find in each new volume. About 140 new cases decided in 1903 
are mentioned, which brings up the total number of cases to which 
reference is made to some 4,600. Surely this is a remarkable illustra- 
tion of the vastness and complexity of the matters which are dealt 
with for the greater part by men who are neither paid nor learned 
in the law. From the point of view of general interest, one 
of the most important of the new cases is Hex v. C#illespie 
(68 J. P. 11), which decided, apropos of ‘passive resisters,” 
that a rating authority may lawfully agree to accept part payment of 
a rate on account; and that where on a summons to recover a rate 
there is a tender in court of part of what is demanded, justices may, 
in their discretion, issue a distress warrant for the balance only. 
Another very important decision, from the same point of view, is 
Raven v. Southampton Justices (1904, 1 K. B. 430), which decided that 
licensing justices are not justified in refusing to renew a licence on the 
ground that the house is not required merely on the evidence of a map 
showing the number of houses in the immediate locality. Some 
important new Acts of Parliament also are noticed in their proper places. 
Amongst them may be mentioned the Pistols Act, the Motor-car 
Act,*the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, and the Employment of 
Children Act. The effect of each of these statutes is given with the 
accuracy we are accustomed to find when we refer to ‘‘ Stone.” With 
reference to the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, the editor in the preface 
advises that some prescribed form of wordssshould be used before 
committing a man for trial, explaining to bim what his rights are 
under the Act. This course would no doubt give rise to many applica 
tions for gratuitous assistance being made ; but unless the committing 
justices have first come to the conclusion that a case is a proper one 
for making au order under the Act, it would be somewhat invidious to 
invite the prisoner to make the application and then promptly refuse it. 
In a book of this size, so closely packed with matter, and containing 
so many thousands of references, it is unlikely that there are n0 
mistakes or misprints, but so far as we have been able to test the 
edition, it ig angeaaty free from such faults, and the index and tables 
are accurate and full, 
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Local Government. 


LocAL GOVERNMENT LAW AND LEGISLATION FOR 1903: CONTAINING 
THE STATUTES OF THE SESSION ANNOTATED AND EXPLAINED; 
DIGEST OF ALL CASES DECIDED IN THE COURTS DURING THE 
YEAR ENDED 30TH SEPTEMBER, 1903; AND THE CIRCULARS, 
ORDERS, AND OTHER OFFICIAL INFORMATION RELATING TO THE 
JURISDICTION OF LOCAL AUTHORITIES ISSUED DURING THE SAME 
Periop. Arranged and Edited by W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at- 
Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


This work is of great value for the large class of the profession 
who are concerned with the details of local government. The Acts 
of last session, which are printed and annotated in Part I., include 
the Employment of Children Act, 1903, the Housing of the Working 
Classes Act, 1903, and the Motor-car Act, 1903. Part IT. contains 
a digest of the cases, some 150 in number, which were decided 
during the year on matters relating to local government. including 
Islington Borough Conncil v. London School Board (52 W. R. 115; 
1903, 2 K. B. 354) on the liability of promoters of ‘a public under- 
taking to make good a deficiency in the rates caused by the works. 
And Part IIL. contains a long list of miscellaneous orders and other 
matter issued by central departments. Many of these are orders of 
the Board of Education relating to the recent Act, and are therefore 
of special importance. The work is a well-arranged and useful guide 
to the past year’s contribution to administrative law. 





Bankruptcy and Company Law. 


REPORTS OF BANKRUPTCY AND ComMPANY CASES DECIDED IN THE 
Hien Court oF JUSTICE, THE CouRT OF APPEAL, AND THE 
House oF Lorps. Edited by Epwarp Manson and WALTER 
IvimEY Cook, Barristers-at-Law. Vou. X.: COMPRISING CASES 
DECIDED DURING THE YEAR 1903.| TOGETHER WITH A Com- 
PLETE DIGEST AND INDEX. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This volume continues the series of reports of cases specially affect- 
ing bankruptcy and company law, and contains a considerable 


- number of important decisions, such as Bailey v. Thurston & Co., on 


the right of an undischarged bankrupt to sue; Mellor’s Trustee v. 
Maas, on the operation of a hire-purchase agreement as a bill of sale ; 
Broome v. Speak and Watts v. Bucknall, on the liability of directors 
for non-disclosure of a contract in a prospectus; Re Leeds and Hanley 
Theatres of Varieties (Limited), on the liability of a promoter in respect 
of secret profit ; and Re Innes & Co., on the liability of the holders of 
vendors’ fully-paid shares. The volume is well got up and printed, 
and is supplied with a full digest. 





Banking. 


THE Law or BANkinG. By Sir Jonun R. Pacer, Bart., K.C. 
Butterworth & Co. 


Apart from his practice and study of the law on the subject, we are 
not aware whether Sir John Paget has had any experience of bank- 
ing; but this book certainly gives the reader the impression that the 
author is as well acquainted with the machinery and routine of bank- 
ing as he is with the law. He also writes with the confidence of one 
having authority, and he is by no means afraid of expressing his own 
opinion on any doubtful point or of criticizing the decisions and 
dicta of judges. The book is extremely well written and essentially 
readable. It supplies a distinct demand and is likely to have a long 
career of usefulness. The law is stated with great clearness and 
og and we can confidently recommend the book to our 
readers. ; 





Pauper Lunatics. 


Tne Law RELATING TO PAvPER LUNATICS. By Sypngy Davey, 
Barrister-at-Law. The Poor Law Publication Co. 


As its title indicates, this little book treats of the law of lunacy 
only so far as it affects paupers. The provisions of the law affecting 
lunatics generally, including paupers, are not dealt with at large. 
Of course, all the matter of this book may be found in the larger 
works on lunacy; but these works are some of them very large 
and very expensive, and it is not easy for a layman (even if he has 
access to them) to readily find what he seeks. Therefore this little 
book will probably prove a boon to justices appointed under the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, to medical men, to relieving officers, and to others whose 
duties bring them in relation to this branch of the law. To all such the 

ook may be recommended as a useful and reliable guide to their 
duties and obligations. 


Books Received. 


The Law of Public Education in England and Wales: A Practical 
Guide to Its Administration. By G. EDWARDEs JONES, Barrister- 
at-Law, and J. C. G. Sykes. Second Edition (including the 
Education (London) Act, 1903), Revised and Enlarged. Rivingtons. 


A Digest of the Law of Evidence. By the late Sir James Firz- 
JAMES STEPHEN, Bart., K.C.8.I., D.C.L., one of the Judges of the 
High Court of Justice. Sixth Edition. By Sir Herpert STEPHEN, 
Bart., Barrister -at- Law, and Henry LusHInGron STEPHEN, 
Barrister-at-Law, one of the Judges of the High Court of Calcutta. 
Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 

Judicial Statistics, England and Wales, 1902, Part I.: Criminal 
Statistics. Statistics relating to Criminal Proceedings, Police, 
Coroners, Prisons, Reformatory and Industrial Schools, and Criminal 
Lunatics for the Year 1902. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


The Law and Practice of Bankruptcy: Comprising the Bankruptcy 
Acts, 1883 and 1890, the Bankruptcy Appeals (County Courts) Act, 
1884, the Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 1888, and the 
Rules and Forms. With Notes. Founded on the Third Edition of Yate 
—Lee, and Wace on Bankruptcy. By Henry Wace, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

A Handy Guide to the County Court, together with Preceden's of 
Bills of Costs. By Ernest E. WickHAM, Registrar of the Shoreditch 
County Court of Middlesex, and A. BRopIE-SANDERS, M.A., Solicitor. 
Third Edition. John Smith & Co. 








Correspondence. 


Claims for Stamp Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—With reference to your observations in your number of this 
date, in ‘Current Topics,” as to the claims of Somerset House for stamp 
duties, I am afraid the authorities there rely very much upon the 
improbability of anyone trying questions with them when small 
amounts only are involved. 

Here is another case. They claim that a consent from a landlord 
to a tenant to make alterations in a leasehold house, which is not 
in itself liuble to any stamp duty, becomes liable to the 10s. stamp duty 
if, by the accident that the landlord is « corporation, its common seal 
has to be affixed. This surely could not have been intended 

I do not gather that there has been any decision on the point. 

May 7. QUERY. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Apropos of your observations on the Stamp Act, 1870, in the 
last issue of the SoLicrtors’ JOURNAL, may I mention a case which 
occurred to me recently? I had to stamp a lease, which was under 
hand only, for a term of nine months, and reserving a peppercorn 
rent. 

Under the impression that a peppercorn rent was the lowest tent 
that could be reserved, and that it certainly did not exceed £5, I 
proposed to stamp the deed with 6d. 

My clerk returned with the deed and stated that 10s. was claimed, 
on the ground that the werds ‘ not exceeding £5 per annum” ia the 
schedule only apply to coin of the realm, and that consequently my 
deed came under the head “‘ any other kind whatsoever not herein- 
before described.” 

Practically, therefore, my peppercorn was, for stamping pur- 
poses, treated as equivalent to a rent of £100. It would interest me 
to know whether any of your readers have had a similar experience, 
or whether there is any authority for a construction involving such 
an absurdity. 

Of course, the point would be met by reserving the smallest coin of 
the realm on another occasion 

May 11. EXPERIENTIA Docet. 


[See observations on these letters under the head of ‘‘ Current 
Topics.” —Ep. S../.] 








Mr. Justice Wills has fixed the following commission days for holding 
the summer assizes on the North Wales Circuit: Newtown, Tuesday, May 
31; Dolgelly, Thursday, June 2 ; Carnarvon, Saturday, June 4; Beaumaris, 
Thursday, June 9; Ruthin, Monday, June 13; Mold, Friday, June 17. 

The following are the commission days fixed for the summer assizes on 
the South-Eastern Circuit: Huntingdon, Monday, May 30; Cambridge, 
Wednesday, June 1; Bury St. Edmunds, Saturday, June 4; Norwich, 
Thursday, June 9; Chelmsford, Thursday, June 16; Hertford, Thursday, 
June 23 ; Lewes, Monday, June 27 ; Maidstone, Monday, July 4; Guildford, 





Wednesday, July 13. 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
CULLEN ». ELWIN AND OTHERS. No. 1. 6th May. 


Frrenpiy Socrery—Rvtes ror Benerit or MemBpers—Rv ues IN ResTRAINtT 
or TrapE—EnrorcemENt—I.Luecat Socrery —Trapes Union Act, 1871 
(34 & 35 Vicr. c. 31), s. 4—Trape Union Acr Amenpment Act, 1876 
(39 & 40 Vicr. c. 22), s. 16. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment of a Divisional Court reversing 
the judgment of his Honour Judge Masterman, who tried the action, 
sitting at the Nottingham County Court. The defendants were the 
trustees of the Nottingham branch of the Amalgamated Society of Tailors 
and Tailoresses, a society registered under the Trades Union Acts. The 
plaintiff, who was a man of eighty-two years of age, was a member of the 
society, and had, prior to June, 1901, been in receipt of a superannuation 
allowance, but in that month the rule ander which he had taken the 
allowance, by a vote of the members, passed when he was not present, had 
been struck out, and the branch secretary and treasurer refused to con- 
tinue to pay him the allowance. In November, 1901, the plaintiff sued the 
secretary and treasurer of the branch for sixteen weeks’ arrears of allow- 
ance, and judgment was entered for him. The defendants thereupon 
obtained leave to appeal, but the appeal was not proceeded with. The 

laintiff subsequently brought this action, claiming forty weeks’ allowance 

com the present defendants, who in defence set up various defences, but 

the county court judge said that he had already decided the question of 
the legality of the society at common law and held that the matter was res 
judicata by reason of the judgment entered in the earlier action. He 
accordingly allowed the plaintiff’s claim. The defendants, on appeal to 
the Divisional Court, contended (1) that the matter was not res judicata, (2) 
that the rule under which the atlowance had been passed being rescinded, 
the plaintiff had no longer any right to the allowance, and (3) that the 
society having for its objects the obtaining better wages for its members by 
the usual means of strikes and the like was an illegal society as being in 
restraint of trade, and therefore the plaintiff could not maintain, as a 
member of the society, an action against the other members the object of 
which was to enforce its rules. The Divisional Court held that the matter 
was not res judicata, and that that the society, by reason of its rules in 
restraint of trade and its constitution, was an illegal society at common 
law, and therefore the present action was one that could not be maintained. 
Leave to appeal in formé pauperis having been obtained, the plaintiff 
appealed. 

Te Court, without hearing counsel for the defendants, dismissed the 

appeal. 
Cortins, M.R., in giving judgment, said the question whether in the 
circumstances the action was maintainable appeared to him to have been 
already settled on well-established principles. In Rigby v. Connol (14 
Ch. D. 482) Jessel, M.R., expressed the opinion that a member of a trade 
union could not recover a benefit to which he alleged he was entitled by 
the rules of the society if that society was one that was illegal at common 
law, as being a combination in restraint of trade. Then came the Trade 
Union Act, 1871, which modified to some extent the rigour of the common 
law.. By section 2 the purposes of any trade union were not, by reason 
merely that they were in restraint of trade, to be deemed unlawful so as to 
render the members of such trade union liable to criminal prosecution for 
conspiracy or otherwise. By section 3 the purposes of such a trade union 
were not to be deemed unlawful so as to render void or voidable any 
agreement or trust. By section 4 nothing in the Act was to enable any 
court to entertain any legal proceeding instituted with the object of 
directly enforcing or recovering damages’ for the breach of any of the 
agreements therein mentioned between members of a trade union, and the 
section concluded, ‘‘ But nothing in this section shall be deemed to 
constitute any of the above-mentioned agreements unlawful.”’ The 
question on which side of the line any society was placed was a question 
of fact. The rules here shew that the primary object of the society was 
trade protection by the ordinary means generally used by trade unions. 
The rule most relied on by the defendants here was to the effect that 
during the slack seasons a fair equitable division of trade should be 
compulsory in all shops—i.e., that each member should get trade to the 
same value as his fellow man or as nearly as possible. Another rule laid 
down that in no shop should the dual system of piecework and day wage 
be allowed to exist. Protection of trade being the main object of the 
society, the rules as to benefits and other provisions such as were generally 
adopted by friendly societies were ancillary to the main purpose. The 
rules of the society which were rules of a friendly society and those that 
were rules of a trade society were so mixed up that it was impossible to 
separate them. Therefore the society being an illegal society at common 
law the appeal failed. 

Romer and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsen, 
E. A, Jelf ; Hugo Young, K.C., and Edmond Browne. Soxtcrrors, H. P. 
Day, Nottingham; Frank Osbaldeston § Co., for Green § Williams, 
Nottingham. 

[Reported by Ersxine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


STEPHENS v. DUDBRIDGE IRONWORKS CO. (LIM.). No.1. 6th May. 


Masrer anp Servant—ComPensation ror Injuries py AcctipENt—INFANT 
—Execrion T0 Proceep uNpDER WorkmeEN’s Compensation Act, 1897— 
Accipent Causey ny Neciicence or Emprtoyrr—Action at Common 
Law—Benerit oy Inrant—Next Frrenp—Workmen’s ComMPENSATION 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 1, suB-sEcTION 2 (8), 


Appeal by the defendant company against a judgment of Bruce, J., 





who tried the action by consent of the parties without a jury. The action 
was brought by the plaintiff, a lad of seventeen (suing by one Smith, his 
guardian and next friend),’to recover damages for personal injuries caused 
by the defendants’ negligence. The defence, so far as was here material, 
consisted of a plea that the plaintiff had elected to receive compensation 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and that, having received 
payment under that Act for a certain number of weeks, he was debarred 
from any other remedy. The facts were these: At the time of the 
accident Stephens was working a machine plane, and, his left hand slippi 
over the wood, three of his fingers were cut off. The defendants, 
although they denied negligence, conceded that the plane ought to have 
been fenced, and that they were liable at common law in damages. After 
the accident Smith wrote to the defendants stating the facts, and claiming 
compensation in these words: ‘I, as guardian of John Stephens ; 
having regard to the fact that the amputation of the second, third, and 
fourth fingers of his left hand . will undoubtedly affect his earning 
power . . . cannot do less than to respectfully claim upon your 
company (under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897) the sum of £5) 
as compensation .”’ The defendants replied: ‘‘ We are prepared to 
pay compensation in accordance with the Workmen’s Compensation Act— 
i.c., half his weekly wages—but we cannot accede to your request for a 
lump sum, which is not in accordance with the Act under which you state 
you are making the claim. We are quite willing to pay him half w 

i.e., 28.64 a week for the third and subsequent weeks of disablement.” 
On the following day the plaintiff went to the defendants’ office and 
received 12s. 6d. as the first five of the successive weekly payments of 
2s. 6d. each, and signed a receipt for the amount in these terms: 
* Received of the Dudbridge Ironworks Oo. (Limited), by payment of the 
Employers’ Liability Assurance Corporation (Limited), this 4th day of 
October, 1902, the sum of 12s. 6d., being the first five of the successive 
weekly payments which I elected to accept under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1897, in full satisfaction and discharge of all claims of com- 
pensation accrued or to accrue in respect of all injuries and injurious results, 
direct or indirect, arising or to arise from an accident sustained by me on or 
about the 15th day of August Jast whilst in the employment of the above.” 
He was subsequently paid two more sums of 2s, 6d., and not long after- 
wards (meanwhile having gone back to work) he was in receipt from the 
defendants of wages of more than 5s. a week. The action was then 
brought, and it was contended that it could be maintained under section 1, 
sub-section 2 (d), of the Act of 1897, which enacted that where injury was 
caused by the personal negligence or wilful act or default of the employer 
or his servant, nothing in the Act should affect any civil liability of the 
employer, ‘* but in that case the workman may at his option either claim 
compensation under this Act or take the same proceedings as were open to 
him before the commencement of this Act, but the employer shall not be 
liable to pay compensation both independently of and also under 
this Act, except in the case of such personal negligence or wilful act as 
aforesaid.’’ Bruce, J., held that the plaintiff, as an infant, was incapable 
of exercising an option, whether he would claim compensation under the 
Act of 1897 or proceed against the defendants on the grounds of negligence, 
and as it was clearly in the plaintiff’s interest not to proceed against them 
under the Act of 1897, in view of the fact that they had been guilty of 
negligence in not fencing dangerous machinery, he held he was entitled to 
maintain the action, and he awarded him £50, less the amount already 
paid. The company appealed. 


Tue Court (Cotiins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, holding that the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, by 
defining workmen so as to include an apprentice, did not alter the general 
law as to the inability of infants to bind themselves by contract.— Couns&L, 
Ruegg, K.C., Corner, avd A. 8S. Poyser; A. T. Lawrance, K.C., and 
L. Morton Brown. So.icrrors, Watson, Son, § Room, for Wansbrough, 
Dickinson, Robinson, § Taylor, Bristol ; C. T. C. Lewis, for W. Langley -Smith, 
Gloucester. 

| Reported by Erskine Rew, Esqy., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ELIZABETH PRYSE (DECEASED). No.2. 27th April; 4th May. 


PracticE—ADMINISTRATION—UNIVERSAL LEGATEE—EXxECUTOR—GRANT OF 
PropaTtE—LeEtTrers OF ADMINISTRATION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the President of the Probate 
Division. Elizabeth Pryse, who died on the 14th of January, 1903, by 
her will dated the 16th of August, 1901, gave all her property—viz., 
‘‘freehold farm, stock and crop, and the household furniture ” to her 
daughter Sophia absolutely, subject to the payment of a mortgage 
debt of £60 upon the farm. There was no other beneficiary under 
the will, and no executor was appointed by the will. The daughter 
applied for a grantof probate of the will as executrix according 
to the tenour thereof. The registrar declined to allow probate to issue. 
The daughter applied to the President of the Probate Division to decree 
probate of the will to her as executrix according to the tenour thereof. The 
President refused the application. The daughter appealed. 


Tue Court (VavcHan Wiiiams, Srreiinc, and“Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 


Vavenan Witurams, L.J.—It is plain that for more than a hundred 
years the practice of the Probate Court in a case where someone is not 
named as executor in a will, but has such an interest that, despite his not 
being executor, he could in law be executor according to the tenour of the 
will, has been to grant not probate but letters of administration with the will 
annexed. That being admitted, it was suggested that the old practice had 
been departed from in Androvin v. Poilblane (3 Atk., at p. 301), cited in Re 
Oliphant (1 Sw. & Tristram 525), and that the law having been modified by 
the Land Transfer Act, 1897, there is reason why the old practice should 





not be followed, and the new practice which was adopted in Androvin V. 
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Poilblanc should be substituted. Now, in the first place, I have come to the 
conclusion that it does not make the slightest difference so far as the 
rights d interest of the applicant here are concerned, whether that which 
is granted is probate or letters of administration. That being so, upon the 
uestion what the present practice is I am informed by the President of 
ie Probate Division that notwithstanding Androvin v. Poilblanc the practice 
js the same as it has been for so many years, and that to alter it would 
cause considerable inconvenience. In these circumstances I am of opinion 


that the appeal fails. 

§rmetixc and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Griffith Jones. Sorictrors, A. J. Hughes § Hughes, 
Aberystwith and London, 

[Reported by J. I. Sriruine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


HUBBACK v. BRITISH NORTH BORNEO CO. No.2. 7th May. 


PracticE—PAayMENT into Covrt—Apwission or Lianitiry as To Part oF 
Cramm—DeniAL or Lianiiiry as To Rest or Crarm—Costs—Issves on 
Warca Derenpants Farr—R.8.C. XXII. 


This was an application by the defendants for judgment or a new trial 
on appeal from verdict and judgment at the trial of the action before 
wrance, J., and a special jury. The plaintiff entered into the service 
of the defendants on the terms of an agreement under which he was to 
have a salary of 325 dollarsa month. If he took no leave between the 
date of joining and the date of going on leave, he was to be allowed three 
months’ vacation leave on full pay.and six months on half pay in Novem- 
ber, 1902, his salary when on such leave to be calculated at 3s. to the 
dollar. In October, 1902, the plaintiff obtained leave of absence. In 
February, 1903, the defendants dismissed the plaintiff from their service. 
The plaintiff then brought the present action. He claimed that he was 
entitled to reasonable notice to determine the agreement, and that six 
months’ notice would have been reasonable. He claimed as damages 
three months’ full pay whilst on leave, nine months’ half pay whilst 
on leave, certain fares between Singapore and London, and six 
months’ pay in lieu of notice. He also claimed damages for wrong- 
ful dismissal. The claim for nine months’ half pay was based on an 
allegation that ‘‘six months” in the agreement was a clerical error for 
nine months. The defendant company, by ph 2 of their defence, 
admitted that the plaintiff was entitled for the first three months of the 
period of his leave of absence to full pay, and alleged tender of this amount 
tothe plaintiff before action and refusal by him to accept such tender. 
The defendant company, for the purposes of the action only, was willing 
to admit liability to pay to the plaintiff a further sum of money equal to 
six months’ half pay. Paragraph 4 of the defence was as follows: ‘‘ Whilst 
denying any liability to pay to the plaintiff by way of compensation or 
es, or under the said agreement, any money beyond the sums of 
money admitted in paragraph 2 of this defence, the defendant company, 
for the sake of peace, brings into court the sum of £500 and says that 
such sum is enough to satisfy the plaintiff’s claim in this action.” On 
the trial, before Lawrance, J., the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff, 
and awarded him £781, and judgment was entered for that amount. They 
awarded him three months’ full pay, nine months’ half pay, six months’ 
salary in lieu of notice at 3s. to the dollar, and the fares between Singapore 
and London. On appeal, the Court of Appeal held that the plaintiff was 
only entitled to the three months’ full Bey and nine months’ half pay, and 
that the rest of his claim failed. e result was that the plaintiff 
recovered less than the £500 paid into court by the defendant company. 
It was then contended by the defendant company that they were entitled, 
under the provisions of order 22, to have all the costs of the action, 
including the costs of the issue as to six months’ or nine months’ half pay, 
on which they had failed. 

Tur Covrr (Vavenan Witt1ams, Srieuie, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
held that the plaintiff was entitled to the costs of the issue on which he 
had succeeded. 

Vavenan Wituass, L.J.—The defendants here have purported to avail 
themselves of order 22, and in particular of the provisions of rule 6 of 
that order. The result of the trial is that the money paid into court is 
larger than the sum which the plaintiff has: recovered in the action, and 
we have to see what ought to be done about the costs. It is contended on 
behalf of the defendants that if they are given their full rights under 
order 22 they ought to have all their costs of the action, andought not to 
be ordered to pay the costs even of the issue on which they have failed. 
The reason alleged why they ought not to pay the costs of the issue on 
which they have failed, according to the decision in Wagstaffe v. Bentley 
(1902, 1 K. B. 124), is that in Wagstaffe v. Bentley the issues as to which 
the defendant failed were issues going to the whole cause of action, and in 
those circumstances it was right that the defendant, though he had paid 
more than was due into court, should have to pay the costs of those issues ; 
but in the present case the defendants have not been defeated as to any 
issue going to the whole cause for action. Therefore, they say, the 
defendants have not been defeated as to any defence and ought to have all 
their costs of the action. I see nothing in the authorities to compel us to 
this conclusion. Apart from authority, I think it would be good sense 
that a defendant should bear the costs of an issue on which he has 
failed. Far from there being anything in the Judicature Acts to prevent 
us from coming to this conclusion, I think order 65 is in point and 
assists us, 


Srretive and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., 
and J. Rose Innes; Muir Mackenzie. 
Stephenson, Harwood, § Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriauixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


agreed.—Covunsen, ‘McCall, K.C. 
So.icrrors, Brandon § Nicholson : 





Re ROWE. Ex parte DERENBERG & CO. No. 2. 29th April. 


Bankruptcy — Proor — WiraprawaL— SupstiruTion or Fresn Proor — 
Votuntary Payment py Txurrp Parry ror Loss Incurrep— Ricur or 
Proor ror THE WuHote Dest, 


This was an appeal from Buckley, J. (reported ante, p. 300). The facts 
were shortly as follow: The case came before Buckley, J., on an appeel 
by creditors from the rejection of a proof by the trustee in bankruptcy. 
The appellants, D. & Co., were shocibiechnes who had dealings with the 
bankrupt, and at the date of the receiving order in January, 1903, he owed 
them £20,368, which they had lent to him u the security of share certi- 
ficates which afterwards proved to be fo: es. The debtor was a member 
of the firm of B. M, & Co., and they, while not admitting eS peg 7 Age 
acts of the bankrupt, sent Messrs. D. & Co. on the 3rd of June, 1903, a 
cheque for £6,500 in consideration of the losses incurred by them on account 
of the debtor’s acts; it was quite a voluntary payment on their part. 
D. & Co. sent in their first proof on the 3rd of July, 1903, claiming £13,868, 
and giving credit for the £6,500 paid to them by B. & Co. Some corres- 
pondence took place later between D. & Co. and the trustee, and on the 
5th of November they presented a second proof, in substitution for 
the first, claiming the whole sum of £20,368, although the first proof 
had not as yet been formally admitted. This second proof was 
presented by them in consequence of their having been advised 
that B. M. & Oo. could not put in any proof for the £6,500 ae 
by them, and that they themselves were entitled to prove for the whole 
amount they had lent to the bankrupt without giving credit for the money 
voluntarily paid by B. M. & Co. e trustee rejected the second proof, 
alleging, firstly, that the creditors were not entitled to withdraw their 
first proof and substitute another without the leave of the court ; and 
secondly, that they were bound to give credit for the £6,500 paid by 
B. M. & Co. Buckley, J., held,on the appeal of D. & Co., that 
D. & Co. were entitled to prove for the whole of the debt. The trustee 
appealed. : 

Tue Covrr (VavcHAN WIttiAMs, Srirume, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Wiirams, L.J.—I think the judgment of Buckley, J., should 
be affirmed. He asks what are the facts of the case, and says, I think, 
quite justly, that if you take the facts of the case, as they are presented 
here, that the question before the court in Cook v. Lister (11 W. R. 369, 
13 C. B. N. 8. 543) and: Belshaw v. Bush (11 C. B. 191) does not arise here 
at all. [His lordship read a portion of Buckley, J.’s, judgment.] I think 
that that conclusion of fact taken by Buckley, J., was perfectly right, and, 
as he points out, it was a payment with which the debtor had nothing to 
do. It was purely a voluntary gift made by Messrs. B. M. & Co. to miti- 
gate a loss for which they were not liable. I[think the appeal fails. 

Srretine and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counszt, H. Reed, K.C., 
and F. C. Willis; Gore-Browne, K.C., Muir Mackenzie, and Francke. 
Souicrrors, Morley, Shirref’, § Oo. ; C. E. Dunn. 

[Reported by A. R. Tayrtour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re GASKELL. Er parte THE BANKRUPT. No.2. 29th April. 


Banxrurtcy—Desror’s Own Peririon—AppiicaTion For DriscHarcE— 
Reeistrar’s Orper— Discnarce Svuspenpep—Conpuct or Drsror— 
Discretion or Court—Practice—Banxrurptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. 
c. 71), s. 8, suB-secTIon 2 (1v.)—Bankruprcy Rvuies, 1886. anp 1890, 
Rr. 240 (3). 

This was an appeal by the bankrupt from an order of Mr. Registrar 
Hope varying an order "ht pte carn The facts were as follow: The 
bankrupt was a captain in the army, and he was adjudicated a bankrupt 
on his own petition on the 22nd of April, 1903, his liabilities amounting to 
£1,625 16s. 3d. It had been ascertained that, his assets being small, the 
dividend would only be about 9}d. in the pound. The only creditor was a 
lady, who had recovered £1,500 damages against him in an action against 
him for breach of promise of marriage, and the costs of the action, 
£125 16s. 3d. His full pay and allowances amounted to about £460 per 
annum. The official receiver reported that his available assets were not equal 
to 10s. in the pound on the amount of the debt. The bankrupt applied for his 
discharge. On the 26th of November, 1903, the registrar made an order 
granting the discharge conditionally upon the bankrupt consenting to 
judgment being entered against him by the official receiver for £600. ‘The 
order was made in pursuance of section 8, sub-section 2 Cnt the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 71), which runs: ‘The court 
shall, on proof. that the bankrupt’s assets are not equal to 10s. in the 
pound either (section 8, sub-section 2)—(i.) Refuse the discharge, or 
(ii.) suspend the discharge for a period of not less than two years, or 
(iii.) suspend the discharge until a dividend of not less than 10s, in 
the pound has i to the creditors, or (iv.) require the bankrupt as a 
condition of his discharge to consent to judgment being entered — 
him by the official receiver or trustee for any balance or part of any ce 
of the debts proveable under the bankruptcy which is not satisfied at the date 
of the discharge, such balance or part of any balance to be paid out of the 
future earnings or after-acquired property of the bankrupt in such manner 
and subject to such conditions as the court may direct . . .” The 
bankrupt having refused to consent to this order, the official receiver 
applied for a rehearing of the bankrupt’s application for discharge. This 
application was made in pursuance of 240 (3) of the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1886 and 1890, and is as follows: ‘‘ If the bankrupt does not give the 
required consent within one month of the making of the conditi order, 
the court may on the application of the official receiver or trustee revoke the 
order, or make such other order as the court may think fit.’’ The 
practically made the same order as the last one, and told the t 
that he would remain undischarged until he consented to judgment 
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that sum or prosecuted a successful appeal. The bankrupt appealed against 
these orders, and applied that his discharge should be suspended for two 
years only. 

Tre Court (VauGHAN Witu1AMs, Srirtrnc, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.), 
having asked the official receiver whether there was any reason why the 
discharge should not be suspended for two years only, and having received 
an answer in the negative, allowed the appeal. 

VaucHan Wiurams, L.J.—I do not want it to be supposed that a 
debtor who has refused his consent, where an order of this kind has been 
made, and the official receiver has applied to the court under rule 240 to 
revoke such order, and the order is revoked, can come to the court and say 
that the order to be made must simply be an order suspending the dis- 
charge for two years. The court might make an order suspending the 
discharge until 10s. in the £ is paid. My doubt is whether we ought to 
send it back to the registrar or deal with it ourselves. We think we had 
better deal with it ourselves, unless the conduct of the debtor should 
prevent us from making such an order, and the official receiver has 
informed us that he knows of no such conduct. Therefore, I think, it 
would be sufficient to suspend the discharge for two years, having regard 
to sub-section 2 of section 8 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890. [His lordship 
read the sub-section.] The intention of the Legislature is that the debtor, 
after he has given up all his property, might once more earn his own 
livelihood, though sometimes a period of probation was necessary. I 
think under the circumstances a suspension for two years would meet the 
justice of the case. 

Strrune and Cozens- Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsex, H. Reed, K.C., 
and Haydon ; Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrrons, Redpath, Marshatl, § Holdsworth ; 
J. E. Lickfold. 


Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re NIGER PATENT ELASTIC ENAMEL CO. Buckley, J. 
23rd April and 7th May. 


Comeany—Winpinc vr—AGreEMENT ror Sate or Lerrers Patent By 
Liaumator—No Assignment —Disso.utTion or CompANY—Bona VACANTIA 
—Vestinc Oxrper—Trustre Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), ss. 35 (1) (1) 
(c)—Parents, Destcns, AND TRApE-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57) 
8. 

On the 28th of August, 1903, the Niger Patent Elastic Enamel Co., the 
registered proprietors of certain letters patent, passed a resolution for 
voluntary winding up, and liquidators were appointed. On the 16th of 
September, 1903, the tiquidators contracted with the petitioner for the sale 
to him of the letters patent. The purchase-money was paid, but, by 
inadvertence, the company became dissolved without any assignment 
having taken place. The Comptroller of Patents refused to enter the 
purchaser on the register as proprietor of the letters patent on the ground 
that he had not got the legal estate. The present petition was accordingly 
presented under sections 35 and 36 of the Trustee Act, 1893, and under 
section 90 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, for an 
order that the letters patent might vest in the petitioner for all the estate 
of the company therein, and that the Register of Patents might be varied 
accordingly. At the first hearing of the petition it was urged that the 
company, having been dissolved, was in the position of a trustee who 
could not be found, and that in In re General Accident Assurance Corporation 
(Limited) (1904, 1 Ch. 147), where the circumstances were similar, a vesting 
order had been made by Farwell, J. His lordship, feeling that he was 
unable to follow that case, allowed the petition to stand over for the Crown 
to be served. It was now admitted that the legal estate in the letters 
patent had vested in the Crown, and that no vesting order could be made 
against the Crown, but it was suggested that a new trustee might be 
appointed under section 25 of the ‘I'rustee Act, 1893, on the ground that 
there was no trustee. On behalf of the Attorney-General it was stated 
that, in the present case, he would have no objection to a vesting order 
being made. It was also said that under similar circumstances the 
Comptroller had been advised to register the ownership of a trade-mark. 

Bucktey, J., in giving judgment, said that to his mind the expression 
“cannot be found”’ in the Trustee Act, s. 35 (1) (ii.) (c), meant that the 
trustee was somewhere, but that it was not known where he was— 
that is to say, that he was am existing person whose whereabouts was 
unknown. He regretted that he was unable to follow Re General Accident 
Assurance Corporation (Limited) (1904, 1 Ch. 147). There Farwell, J.. was 
reported to have said that a case similar to the present ‘‘ falls within the 
purview of the section.” He agreed that if the Legislature had 
thought of this case they would have provided for it; but he did 
not agree that they had provided for it. The fact that the com- 
pany had disappeared did not satisfy the words of the section. Further, 
when the corporation had been dissolved, he knew what became of 
the legal estate: it had vested in the Crown. ‘The difficulty was that, 
although it had become so vested in the Crown under circum- 
stances which would have constituted the Crown a trustee if the 
Crown were some person other than what it was, yet the Crown could not 
be a trustee, because it could not be bound to execute a trust. Neither 
did he think that he could appoint a new trustee under section 25 of the 
Trustee Act, 1893. He could not appoint a new trustee or make a vesting 
order against the Crown. ‘The fact that the Crown was willing to assent 
to a vesting order did not assist him, because he had no jurisdiction to 
make such an order against the Crown and the mere assent of the Crown 
did not operate to enlarge his jurisdiction here was a further difficulty. 
If the legal estate had vested in the Crown, what had become of the 
patent? It might be said that the trust had disappeared with the subject- 


, 


matter of the grant. For the Crown could not hold a patent from itself, 

and there might, therefore, have been a merger. He could not make a 

vesting order Bunt as it was possible that the Comptroller might enter 

the petitioner’s name on the register as owner, he would direct the petition 

to stand over.—Counsen, A. J. Walter; R. J. Parker. Souicrrors, A, ¥, 

Longhurst, for Mackay, Taylor, § Goffey, Liverpool; Treasury Solicitor, 
|Reported by H L. Ormiston, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


NORTH-EASTERN BREWERIES CO. v. GIBSON. Div. Court, 
5th May. 

Mercuanpise Marks — Farse Trape Desceairrion — ‘ Kitperkin” — 
BARREL IN WHICH THE Beer was Suppiite He_p Less THan Ercutgey 
GaLLons—MercuanpbisE Marks Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 28), s. 2. 
Appeal from the decision of the justices of Durham on a case stated by 

them for the opinion of this court. At the petty sessions holden at 

Houghton-le-Spring on the 26th of November, 1903, an information was 

preferred by the respondent Gibson under section 2 of the Merchandise 

Marks Act, 1887, charging that the appellants on or about the 2st of 

October, 1903, at West Rainton, Durham, did unlawfully apply a certain 

false trade description, namely, ‘‘1 kil.,’’ meaning thereby a kilderkin or 

cask of eighteen gallons, to certain goods, namely, a cask of beer, being 
false as to the measure or gauge, contrary to the provisions of the Act. It 
was admitted or proved before the justices that the appellants carried on 
business at Sunderland as brewers and wine and spirit merchants, and the 
respondent, Robert Gibson, was a licenced victualler and a tenant under 
the appellants of the ‘‘ Lord Seaham,’ at West Rainton, and was by the 
terms of his tenancy bound to purchase all the intoxicating liquors sold by 
him from the appellants. In October last Gibson ordered one kilderkin 
of mild ale, and received from the appellants a cask of ale, together 
with an invoice. Subsequently the respondent ascertained that 
the cask held only seventeen gallons one quart and one pint. The 
respondent at the hearing proved that he had in his possession 
eleven other casks, purporting to be _ kilderkins of eighteen 
gallons each, which had contained ale and beer supplied to him 
by the appellants at various times, and that seven such casks were 
deficient in holding capacity ; of the remaining four one held exactly 
eighteen gallons, and three slightly more than that quantity. It was also 
proved by the inspector of weights and measures that he measured the 
cask of beer supplied by the appellants in October and found that it only 
contained the measurement stated above. On behalf of the appellants it 
was proved that the process of coopering casks, which had to be carried 
out by all brewers, had the effect of diminishing the holding capacity of 
casks, and that it was usual when casks of ale was sent out by the 
appellants to customers to send with it an invoice which was stamped 
with the words ‘‘ Uur casks are vessels to carry beer, not measures, but 
care is taken that they contain not less than the reputed quantity.’’ One 
of these invoices was left with the customer, and another was signed by 
the customer and returned to the appellants’ office, but the invoice lett 
with the respondent in this case did not bear the words referred to. The 
justices stated that after careful consideraton of all the evidence they 
found as facts (1) that a kilderkin is a cask of sufficient capacity to hold 
eighteen gallons ; (2) that the cask in question only held seventeen gallons 
one quart, and one pint; (3) that the cask had been supplied to the 
respondent by the appellants in the usual course of business, and with 
their knowledge ; (4) that the appellants were aware that the process of 
coopering casks had the effect of diminishing the holding capacity of such 
casks. ‘They therefore convicted the appellants of the offence charged and 
inflicted a penalty of £5 and costs. For the appellants it was contended 
that no offence had been committed, and further, that, being a company, 
they could not be summarily convicted, because section 2 (3), clause 6, 

provided that ‘‘a person charged with an offence under this section . . . 

before the charge is gone into, be informed of his right to be tried on 

indictment, and if he requires to be so tried accordingly.’’ Therefore, as 
the company could not answer such a question, the court had no power to 
deal with the case. 

Tue Court (Lord Atversrong, C.J., and Writs and Kennepy, JJ.) held 
that upon the tindings of fact by the justices the offence with which the 
appellants had been charged under the Act of 1887 had been proved. 
They accordingly affirmed the conviction and dismissed the appeal with 
costs.—CounseL, Lush, K.C., and Simey; Lowenthal Soxicrrors, Belfrage 
§ Co., for Murray § Richmond, Newcastle ; Dixon § Harle, Newcastle. 

[Reported by Erskine Rei, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE DEIMEL FABRIC CO. ». MIDDLETON AND ANOTHER. Div, Court, 
5th May. 


Mexrcuanpvise Marks—Fatse Trapve Descrivrion— Du. Dermen’s Line 
Mesn’’—Yarn Comvosep Larcety or Corron Wonkun up Wirn THE 
Linen—Mencuanpist Marks Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 28), 8. 2. 


This was an appeal by case stated from a decision of a metropolitan police 
magistrate, who had convicted the appellants, the Deimel Fabric Co., of 
selling goods to which a false trade description had been affixed contrary 
to the provisions of sé¢ction 2 of the Merchandise Marks Act, 1887. ‘The 
information was laid at the instance of the Flax Spinners and Power 
Loom Manufacturers’ Association of Belfast. It appeared that one of the 
officials of the institution purchased directly, at the appellants’ establish- 
ment in. the Strand, some articles of underwear, which garments were 
described as “ Dr. Deimel’s Linen Mesh Underwear, Registered.” The 
complaint was that with the linen a proportion of cotton yarn was mixed, 
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and that therefore the fabric was not a linen mesh one. An analyst 

ved that one of the garments purchased contained 54°54 per cent. of 
ly and 45°46 per cent. of cotton; that in another of the garments the 

portion of linen to linen was 56 and 44 per cent. respectively, and in a 
case 58 and 42 per cent. The defendants were the agents of an American 
company known as the Deimel Linen Mesh System Co., and their case was 
that the cotton, which was the best Egyptian or Abassi yarn, was by 
an addition of certain materials incorporated with it made porous, 
elastic and absorbent by a process which was invented by Dr. Deimel. 
Garments made from this material, manufactured in acco ce with Dr. 
Deimel’s invention, kept the body warm and obviated chill after perspira- 
tion and was far better than a pure linen fabric. It was pointed out that 
with the goods a pamphlet was enclosed in which the constituents of the 
material which was called Dr. Deimel’s linen mesh were fully set out and 
the object of the invention explained. The appellants contended that no 
false trade description had been used, and further, that as they had noreason 
to suspect the genuineness of the trade description and had acted inno- 
cently they came within the proviso in sub section 2 of section 2 of the 
Act of 1887. Without calling on the respondents, 


Lord ALVERSTONE, C.J., said it seemed to him clear that the conviction in 
this case was right. The magistrate had held that the description Dr. 
Deimel’s Linen Mesh Underwear, Registered ‘‘ applied to the goods was a 
trade description, and that it was a representation or statement that the 
goods were composed of linen and were of mesh structure, and that it was 
false, in a material respect, inasmuch as cotton entered into the composi- 
tion to a substantial extent, and he held that the appellants had satisfied 
him that they had no reason to suspect the genuineness of the trade 
description within section 2 (2) (a), or that otherwise they had acted innocently 
within section 2 (2)(c). The question raised was one purely of fact for the 

istrate to determine, and therefore, as there was ample evidence upon 
which he could come to the decision he had come to, this court could not 
interfere. In his opinion there was substantial ground for the action of 
the magistrate as it was proved that nearly half the fabric did not consist 
of linen at all. The magistrate found that the words ‘‘linen mesh”’ 
meant what they said, and calling this mixed material by a man’s name 
did not make any difference if it could not. properly be described by the 
term under which it was sold. } 

Wits and Kennepy, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed with costs.— 
CounsEL, Danckwerts, K.C., and Newton Crane ; Hugo Young, K.C., and Cassie 
Holder. Souicrrors, Ken, Rogers, § Co. ; Weekes & Co. 

[Reported by Erskixe Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


TINWELL (Appellant) », MAYHOOK (Respondent). 
4th May. 


Revenve—Intoxicatinc Liquors — Licences — ‘* DEALER IN Spreits ’— 
woe IN Spruits 1n. Bonp—Excise Licences Act, 1825 (6 Gxo. 4, 
c. 81), s. 2. 

Case stated by the justices of Blyth on an information preferred by the 
respondent, an officer of Inland Revenue, against Alfred Robert Tinwell, 
the appellant, charging the appellant ‘for that he, on the 4th of 
September, 1903, at Blyth, Northumberland, did deal in and sell certain 
spirits—to wit, twelve reputed quart bottles of spirits—without having in 
force such a licence as by the statute in that behalf was required.” At the 
hearing the following facts were proved or were admitted by both parties : 
(a) That the appellant is a ship store merchant carrying on business at his 
office and warehouse in Blyth. In this warehouse he kept such of his 
stock as consisted of ship stores upon which no excise duties are payable. 
(}) That with respect to stores on which duty was payable he was a renter 
of a Customs bond at Blyth, and in this bond he kept, amongst other 
dutiable articles, a quantity of spirits. (c) That none of these spirits or 
dutiable articles could be taken out of this bond except under the 
formalities prescribed by the Custom House officials and in the 
presence of an officer of Customs. (d) That on the 4th of Sep- 
tember last the captain of a foreign vessel called Zhe Amor ordered 
& quantity of stores for his vessel from the appellant in the 
ustal course of business. Amongst these goods was an order for twelve 
bottles of spirits. On receiving this order the appellant followed the usual 
procedure to obtain these spirits from the bond, which was as follows: A 
document called a ‘* stores authority ’’ was tilled up and signed by the 
captain. This isa request from the captain to the appellant to draw the 
Spirits from his bonded warehouse, and the signature of the captain is 
attested on the back by the appellant's representative. This document 
was taken to the Customs House, and in the pursuance of the request the 
bond was opened by the Customs officials, and in the presence of a Customs 
officer the spirits were taken out of bond and permission given to the apel- 
lant to remove the spirits by licensed cart to the ship. On the arrival of 
the spirits at the ship the receipt of them was attested by another Customs 
official there on board, and the goods sealed up by him. ‘This seal is not 
broken until the vessel is at sea outside territorial waters. (e) ‘That no 
stock of spirits or dutiable goods was kept in the appellant's private ware- 
house or at any other place than the Customs bond, and that he neither 
sold nor disposed of any other spirits for consumption in the United 
Kingdom, but only supplied the same to foreign-going vessels. On spirits 
supplied to such vessels no duties are payable to the Inland Revenue. 
(f) That the appellant had supplied vessels with dutiable goods, including 
spirits, in a simuar manner to this since the opening of the Customs bond 
at Blyth in 1898, and that for years previous to 1898 he had also supplied 
Vessels, but as there was no bond at Blyth the goods had to be brought from 
the ‘Tyne, but always under the same formalities. (7) That the appellant 
made yearly returns to the Inland Revenue of the quantity of spirits he sup- 
plied to foreign-going vessels, and received from them a drawback of 2d. per 
gallon. That on no occasion had the Inland Revenue suggested to him that 


Div. Court. 








he ought to obtain an excise licence to deal in spirits, nor was it knownto ~~ 
him or to the members of the ship store trade generally in Blyth or the 
neighbourhood that any licence was required. Upon these facts it was 
contended by the respondent that under 6 Geo. 4, c. 81, 8. 2, a licence is 
required by every dealer in spirits not being a retailer thereof. By section 
26 of the same Act a penalty is incurred by every unlicensed dealer in spirits 
not being a retailer thereof. By section 104 of the Act 43 & 44 Vict. c. 24, 
a sale by retail is defined as a sale of spirits in any quantity less than 
two gallons or less than one dozen reputed quart bottles. A dealer’s 
licence is therefore required by every person selling spirits in quantities 
not less than two gallons. It was argued that this applies to persons 
selling spirits in bonded warehouses, as, if not, there would have been no 
necessityifor the exemption contained in section 12 of the Act 6 Geo. 4, c. 81, 
as amended by section 5 of the Act 23 & 24 Vict. c. 113, and section 17 of 
the Act 30 & 31 Vict. c. 90, in favour of persons selling goods in bonded 
warehouses in quantities not less than 100 gallons. For the appellant it was 
contended that no dealing in spirits within the meaning of the said Act had 
been proved, and that the Act only intended to apply to dealers for delivery 
or consumption within the United Kingdom, and that where there was no 
storage of nor dealing with spirits except in so far as drawing from bond 
for export was concerned no licence was required. The justices, being of 
opinion that the appellant had dealt in spirits within the meaning of the 
Act without having the required licence, convicted him of the offence, and 
fined him the mitigated penalty of £1, including costs. 

Tue Court (Lord Atversrong, C.J., and Wiits and Kennepy, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal, being of the opinion that the appellant did deal in 
spirits within the meaning of 6 Geo. 4, c. 81. Appeal dismissed.— 
CovnseL, Bruce Wolliamson ; Sir E. Carson, 8.G., and 8. A. T. Rowlatt. 
Soricrtors, Ince, Colt, §& Ince, for W. C. Blyth ; Solicitor for Inland Revenue, 


[Reported by E. G, Sv1ttwe.t, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


O'DONOGHUE v. MOON. Div. Court. 4th May. 
Revenue—Excise—Duty—" Carriace’’—Moror BicycLe—Customs AND 

Inuanp Revenve Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 8), s. 4—Locomorives on 

Hierways Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 36), 8. 1, sUB-sECcTION 1 (8). 

Case stated by two of the justices for Bristol. The appellant, a 
supervisor of Inland Revenue stationed at Bristol, laid an information 
against the respondent for that he ‘‘ did keep a carriage—to wit, a motor 
bicycle—without having a proper licence.’’ 51 & 52 Vict. c. 8, 8. 4, 
defines carriage as follows: ‘‘‘ iage’ means and includes any carriage 
(except a hackney carriage) drawn by a horse or mule, or horses or mules, 
or drawn or propelled upon a road or tramway, or elsewhere than upon a 
railway by steam or electricity or any other mechanical power, but shall 
not include a wagon, cart, or other such vehicle which is constructed or 
adapted for use, and is used, solely for the conveyance of any ae or 
burden in the course of trade or husbandry, and whereon the Christian 
name and surname and place of abode, or place of business of the person, 
or the name or style and principal or only place of business of the company 
or firm keeping the same shall be visibly and legibly B pmey in letters of 
not less than one inch in length.’’? On the 23rd of July last the defendant 
was riding on a motor bicycle. The motive power of the motor bicycle was 
an engine working by means of petrol under the control of the rider. The 
respondent was the owner of and kept the motor bicycle alleged to be a 
carriage. He stated that he understood thatit had been decided in Bristol 
that the motor bicycle was not a carriage in respect of which he could be 
required to take out an excise licence, or he would have complied with the 
law. The appellant contended that the respondent kept a carriage, and 
asked the justices to inflict a nominal penalty. With the knowledge that 
their decision if they convicted the respondent would be in conflict 
with the decision of the Recorder of Bristol, the justices decided not to 
convict, as the appellant's solicitor intimated that he would apply for a 
case for the opinion of the High Court. Accordingly they gave their 
judgment as follows: *‘ We personally think a motor bicycle is a carriage 
within the meaning of the Acts for the taxation of carriages, but the 
learned recorder, in quarter sessions, has taken the opposite view. We 
here, sitting in petty sessions, are bound to treat with the utmost respect 
the judgment of the recorder who sits in quarter sessions and as a court of 
appeal from the magistrates ; and so we are going to uphold that judgment, 
and we are going to say, in accordance with that judgment—though it is 
not in accordance with our own opinion—that a motor bicycle is not a 
carriage, and this information will consequently be dismissed.” The 
question for the opinion of the court was whether a motor bicycle was 
within the meaning of the statute, a carriage for which a licence should 
have been taken out by the respondent. 

Tur Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Witts and Keynepy, JJ.), in 
allowing the appeal, held that a motor bicycle is a ‘‘carriage"’ within the 
meaning of section 4 of 51 & 52 Vic’. c. 8, and therefore the owner thereof 
is liable to pay duty on it as ona carriage. Appeal allowed.—CovnseL, 
Sir E. Carson, 8.G., and 8 A. T. Rowlatt. Soxrtcrror, Solicitor to Inland 


Revenue. 
[Reported by E. G. Stitiwatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


FRASER v, FRASER. Div. Court. 29th April. 
Practice—Ricur or ArrgaL—Rererence or Action To Masrex—R.8.C, 
« te 

This case raised the question whether when an action has been referred 
toa master under ord, 14, r. 7, an appeal lies from his decision. The 
following are the facts of the case: On the 29th of April, 1903, the plaintiff 
obtained an order gi him leave under ord. 14, r. 7, to sign judgment 
against the defendant. On the 5th of May, 1903, this order was a 
by Phillimore, J., and it was, by consent, ordered under ord. 14, r. 7, 
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the action be tried by a master without pleadings. The master held that 
the plaintiff was entitled toa sum of £925, and judgment was entered 
accordingly. The defendant, with the leave of the master, then appealed 
to the Court of Appeal, who held that no appeal lay to them: Fraser v. 
Fraser (52 W. R. 147; 1904, 1 K. B. 56). The defendant then appealed 
to this court. Ord. 14, r. 7, is as follows: ‘‘ Upon the hearing of the 
application (i.e., for judgment), with the consent of the parties, an order 
may be made referring the action to a master, or theaction may be finally 
disposed of without appeal in a summary manner.’’ On behalf of the 
plaintiff the preliminary objection was taken that no appeal lay from the 
order of the master. The master was in the position of an arbitrator at 
common law, and his decision was therefore final. Counsel cited Wynne 
Finch v. Chaytor (52 W. R. 24; 1903, 2 Ch. 475). On behalf of the 
defendant it was contended that the master was in the position of a referee, 
and an appeal, therefore, lay to this court. 

Tne Court (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Wiis and Kennepy, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, being of opinion that the master was in the position 
of an arbitrator, and not of a special or official referee, and therefore no 
appeal lay from his decision.—Covnsex, 7. F. Lloyd ; Hume Williams, K.C., 
and M’Carthy. Sottcrrors, Harratt § Pollock ; Williams & Neville. 


[Reported by Atan Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 


Society of City and Borough Clerks of the 
Peace. 


The twelfth annual meeting of this society was held at the Station 
Hotel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, on the 14th of April, Mr. J. Gibson Youll, 
Clerk of the Peace of Newcastle-upon-Tyne (the president), being in the 
chair. 

There was a good attendance of members, places so widely apart as 
Portsmouth and York being represented. Several important questions of 
practice and also the rules under the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, 1903, 
and the new scale of allowances to witnesses, were discussed. The officers 
elected for the ensuing year were: President, Mr. J. F. Glanville (Ports- 
mouth) ; vice-president, Dr. Woodhouse (Hull) ; treasurer, Mr. A. Copson 
Peake (Leeds) ; hon. secretary, Mr. Francis Ogden (Manchester); com- 
mittee, Mr. J. Binney (Sheffield), Mr. H. Brevitt (Wolverhampten), Mr. 
F. F. Cartwright (Bristol), Mr. W. H. Duignan (Walsall), Mr. F. B. Harris 
(Nottingham), and Mr. J. Gibson Youll (Newcastle-upon-Tyne). 

The next annual meeting is to be held at Portsmouth on the invitation 
of the president, Mr. J. Foster Glanville. 





Wakefield Incorporated Law Society. 


The annual meeting of this society was held on the 24th of March, Mr} 
W. F. L. Hoge (the president) in the chair. The notice convening the 
meeting and the report of the committee were taken as read. The 
treasurer’s accounts were presented. 

It was proposed by Mr. Epwarps, seconded by Mr. Woopueap, and 
resolved: “‘ That the report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts 
be accepted, and that the same and the president’s address be printed and 
circulated amongst the members.” 

It was proposed by the Cuarrman, seconded by Mr. Piews, and resolved : 
‘‘ That for the current year the treasurer do pay out of the funds of this 
society to the Law Society the subscription of each member of this society, 
so as to qualify him as a member of the Law Society.’’ 

It was proposed by the Cuarrman, seconded by Mr. Beaumont, and 
resolved: ‘“‘That Mr. J. B. Cooke be elected president for the current 
year,’’ and other officers were elected. 

It was proposed by the Cuarrman, seconded by Mr. Woopneap, and 
resolved: *‘ That the secretary be instructed to write to Mr. Henry Mason, 
a former president of this society, and convey to him the society’s appre- 
ciation of his long service as district registrar and registrar of the Wakefield 
County Court, and of his never-failing courtesy towards the members of the 
profession practising before him, and to express their hope that he may 
long be spared to enjoy his well-earned rest.’’ 

It was proposed by Mr. Haworrtn, seconded by Mr. Piews, and resolved : 
‘‘ That a hearty vote of thanks be given to the president for his services 
during his year of office.’’ 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee: 
Members.—The number of members at the beginning of 1903 was fifty- 


i 


Prevention of Corruption Bill.—This Bill was re-introduced into Parlia- 
ment last Session. Certain of the objectionable features were again 
reproduced in the Bill, and your committee communicated with the 
Members of Parliament for this district with a view to getting the 
objectionable features removed, but the Bill was dropped before anything 
could be accomplished. 

Typewritten Deeds.—The Registrar of Deeds for the West Riding wrote 
to your committee informing them that many solicitors were in the habit 
of ing deeds engrossed by typewriting them on parchment, and 
pointing out the danger of this practice owing to the ease with which 
words could be erased and different words substituted without leaving any 
mark to shew that any alterations had been made, Your committee are 
pleased to note that the practice does not obtain in this district, but at the 
same time wish to warn members against it, and to urge them to do any- 
thing they can to discourage such a practice. The fugitive character of 








the inks sometimes used with typewriters, and the ease with which altera- 
tions in typewritten documents can be effected, raise serious questions ag 
to whether oe extensive use of typewriters in legal offices is not 
to be deprecated. It has also been brought to the notice of the committee 
that original wills and engrossments for probate are frequently type. 
written in the district of the West Riding, and for the reasons above given 
such practice cannot be too strongly discouraged. 

Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies.—This board was duly incorporated last 
year and continues to do good work. The number cf students availing 
themselves of the classes established by the board continues to shew a 
slow but steady increase. The last annual report of the board has been 
circulated amongst all the Yorkshire solicitors, and members are referred 
to that report for further information as to the work of the board. 





Law Association. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Law Society, on 
Thursday, the 5th inst., Mr. E. J. Dawin the chair. The other directors 
present were Mr. F. T. Birdwood, Mr. F. Foss, Mr. R. H. Peacock, Mr, 
R. J. Pead, Mr. S. A. Ram, and Mr. J. Vallance. Two new life members, 
and four annual subscribers were elected members; the annual general 
court was fixed to be held on the 31st instant, and other business was 
transacted. 





Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the 
11th inst., Mr. R. W. Tweedie in the chair. The other directors present 
being Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. W. F. Blandy omge 
H. Holland Burne (Bath), H. M. Cotton, A. Davenport, W. Dowson, W. H, 
Gray, J. R. B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), C. G. May, H. A. Peake 
(Sleaford), R. Pennington, J.P., W. A. Sharpe, R. 8. Taylor, and J, T, 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £330 was distributed in grants of relief and 
other general business was transacted. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


Finat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 18th and 19th of April, 
1904: 


Alcock, Crosby Walter 
Atkinson, Reginald Douglas 
Balkwill, Richard 
Barclay, Herbert Jodrell Hutchinson, Allan Moir, B.A, 
Barnes, Henry George Herbert (Camb.) 
Blair, Harrison Macdonald, B.A. Imlach, Fergus 

(Camb.) James, Abraham Thomas 
Booth, George Henry Jennings, Richard Thomas 
Borrajo, Jose Oarlos Pedro Jessop, Frederic Hubert, LL.B. 
Bowden, Frederick Edgar (Vict.) 
Bury, Thomas Oswell John, David Clement 
Carlyle, Thomas Fairfax Kilner, Henry Arnold 
Carter, Wilfrid Robert Lambert, Reginald Gower 
Chadwick, Robert Agar, B.A., LL.B. Lewis, Evan Idris 

(Camb.) Lloyd, Lionel Robert 


Hodgson, Reuben 
Howard, John Gordon 
Hunter, Arthur 


Cheston, Charles Franklen Lord, Theodore 
Clarke, David Henry Lupton, Frederick George 
Clifford, Horace Montague Malkin, Arthur 


Cohen, Henry Montefiore, B.A. March, Charles Henry 
(Oxon.) Marchant, Arthur Reginald 
Coley, William Howard Menneer, Percy John, LL.B. 
Collins, Henry Akerman Desmond (Lond.) 
Conolly, Clifford Gover, M.A., Meyler, David William 
LL.B. (Camb.) Mills, James Webb 
Cotton, Cecil Maurice Molineux, Walter 
Cozens, Sidney Brock Morris, John Ernest 
Crane, Charles Edmund Myers, H Cecil 
Davis, Herbert George Newcombe, John Jehu 
Deane, Herbert Zacharia Norman, Robert Edward Pigott 
Drake, Cecil Edward Parratt, Ralph Heather 
Drury, Horace Baker Phillips, Horatio Abraham 
oy , Charles William Pirkis, George Cecil Lyne, B.A. 
y, Walter Crawford (Camb.) « 
Farror, Herbert Ernest Potter, Edward Gybbon 
Fawcett, Herbert Wilkinson Potter, James Speakman 
Furber, Roland Charles Rashleigb, Colman Beattie Walpole 
Garratt, Herbert Redfearn, Auberon Herbert 
Gaskell, Arthur Leigh Rhodes, Lewis, M.A. (Oxon.) 
Graham, Walter Rose, Digby Beaconsfield, B.A. 
Hagen, Francis William Day (Camb.) 
Hamlin, Albert Edwin Salter, Frederick Gurney, M.A. 
Hearle, Nathaniel Salmon (Oxon.) 
Henderson, Thomas Seward, Robert Wallis, M.A., LL.B, 
Hibbert, Eric Bertram Camb, 
Hills, Arthur Ernest Shaw, David 


Ball, Jol 


Beirnste 
Bowes, | 


) were 
April, 


B.A, 


L.B. 


LB. 


B.A. 


pole 


BLA. 
f.A. 
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ephard, Arthur 

exp, ‘Thomas William Widlake 

Smith, Joseph 

smith, Osmond Thompson 

Spalding, 

Pcame) 

Stead, Samuel Harold 

Stoneham, Robert 
Douglas 

Streatfeild, Albert Harold Octavus, 
B.A. (Camb.) 

Sturton, Herbert 

Sydney, Herbert Henry 

Thompson, Charles Edward 

Thompson, Henry Howard 

Thwaite, Frank 


Thompson 


INTERMEDIATE 


Troughton, Lionel Holmes Wood 
Underwood, Charles Guy 


Watson, John Peirson 


Webster, Ernest Clifford 


Percy John, B.A., LL.M. West, Gilbert Lewis 


Westron, Herbert 
Samuel Deane Gordon, B.A. 

(Camb.) 

Whitehead, Reginald Henry Hughes, 
B.A. (Camb.) 

Whitfield, George Arthur 

Williams, Leonard Trevor 

Wilman, Joseph Henry 

Wilson, Basil 

Worwood, Herbert James 


EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 20th of April, 


1904: 


Fist Cass. 
Ball, John Raymond Morton 
Beachcroft, Cyril Shakespear 
Beirnstein, George Sydney 
Bowes, William Hugh Butlin, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 
Bowker, John Weldon 
Carey, Alexander Sydney 
Collinson, Arthur Amery 
Coopman, Edward Henry 
Deverill, George 
Emery, Hubert Joseph 
Evans, Thomas Evander 
Fraser, John William 
Kentish, William 
Kershaw, Joseph Harry 
Lawrence, Norman 
Leathart, Anthony Headley, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 
Lewis, Edward 
Loncaster, Charles Henry 
Marshall, Claude William 
Meeke, Raymond 
Port, Herbert Walter 
Pumfrey, William Richard 
Ritchie, John Douglas 
Shenton, William Edward Leonard 
Shirlaw, Lewis Andrew 
Simm, Bernard Compton 
Troughton, Lancelot Courtney 
Wakeman, Maurice Reginald, M.A. 
(Oxon.) 
Wall, Harry 
Weir, Charles Spottiswoode 
Wright, Arthur Vernon 
PassED. 
Addie, Clive Copestake Forrester 
Addie, Douglas Forrester 
Allen, Frederick Thomas 
Barber, Cyril 
Beattie, Robert John 
Beecroft, Walter Gordon 
Benham, Gerald Carr 
Bennett, Francis Charles 
Benning, Arthur Crichton Stuart 
Bentley, William 
Beor, Harold White 
Beswick, Robert Warner 
Bockett, Arthur 
Bond, Alfred Dalton 
Bonser, Charles Gordon 
Booth, Edwin Robert 
Bowser, Charles Meatheringham 
Burrage, Richard Kitching 
Cheesman, Francis Phillips 
Cleaver, William Babcock 
Cook, George Nicholson 
Court, Harold Percival 
Cox, Reginald Harry 
Criekett, George Walton 
Curtis, Cuthbert Champion 
Davis, Charles Augustus 
Dean, Arthur Devereux 
mne, Francis Henry 
Douglas, Malcolm Gordon 
Douthwaite, John Bullough, B.A. 
(Camb.) 
Drake, Frederic Augustus 
Dyke, John Charles Meredith 
Edwards, Geoffrey Lloyd, 
(Camb.) 
Farnfield, Leslie 


B.A 


Ford, Gervase Lawson 

Foster Horace Harford 

Frank, Norman Godfrey, 
(Oxon.) 

Freer, Maurice Charles Lane 

Gasking, Eustace William Trist 

Green, Josiah 

Groom, David 

Guillaume, John Frederick 

Harrison, Robert 

Harvey, John 

Heane, Richard Henry 

Hilary, Henry Oxtoby 

Hill, Leonard Garerd 

Hills, Thomas Hyde 

Holland, Richard, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Holt, John Stanley 

Hughes, John Jones, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Huntriss, Edward Mitchell, B A. 
(Camb.) 

Husband, John 

Ismay, John 

Jolly, Albert 

Jones, Elias Louis 

Jones, John Thomas 

Jones, Thomas Amos 

Jones, William 

Keogh, Alfred 

Lamb, John Singleton 

Lamport, Harry Charles, 
(Oxon.) 

Lancaster, Robert Fisher 

Lavender, Frank Ashley 

Lawton, George Hampson 

Laycock, John 

Layton, Humphrey Benedict 

Limmer, Charles William 

Lloyd- Williams, Aldborough Rupert 
Cauldfield, B.A. (Camb.) 

Lord, Eric Douglas Capel 

McIntyre, John Joseph 

Mackenzie, George Archibald 

Malcolm, Roy Alexander 

Malpas, Ernest Edgar Kinloch 

Marchant, William Matthew 

Marshall, Alfred ‘Turner, 
(Camb.) 

Massey, George Edward 

Mathews, Wilfrid Clarkson, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Moorsom, Jermyn, B.A. (Camb.) 

Moreton, Raymond Laurence 

Mossman, Kenneth 

Mountain, Harold, B.A. (Camb.) 

Myers, Harry Moss 

Myers, Henry John 

Nash, Granville 

Osborn, John Douglas Hamilton 

Osborne, John 

Palmer, William James 

Paris, Frank Tudor 

Parkes, Edwin 

Parkes, Francis Jardine 

Pearce, Arthur Cecil 

Pearce-Jones, Keith Harper 

Peevor, George Charles 


Petre, H Aloysius 

Phillips, ‘William Godfrey 
Pincombe, Arthur 

-Presswell, Gerald Stanley 

Roberts, Bertram Sautelle 

Rowe, Sydney Arthur Farquharson 


B.A. 


B.A. 


B.A. 





Rutledge, Frederick James Tindall, William Henry 
Saunders, Hugh Abercrombie Town, Frederick 
Childers ‘Turnbull, Frank Simpson 
Savile, Eustace Claud, B.A. (Camb.) Turner, James Algernon 
Scott, George Spittle Tyrrell, Frank Pennington 
Sewell, Harry Kemp 
Sharples, John Edward Vaudrey, Claude Henry Slade 
Shearman, Alfred Ernest Warwick, Frank Stanley 
Sherrin, ‘Thomas Mark, B.A. (Oxon.) Watts, Francis John Stewart 
Skillington, Harold William Watts, Harold Vaughan Iremonger, 
Smith, Turberville B.A. (Oxon.) 
Stewart, George Dixon Whitfield, John Laurence 
Stokes, Francis Harcourt Wi , Charles Stuart 
Stone, Gerald Owen Wilson, Allan Aylmer, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Stratton. George Frederic Storrs Wood, Charles Herbert 
Symes, James Graham Wright, Arthur 
ewson, Donald Cameron Yorke, Bertram Reginald 
Thomas, Rowland Daniel 


Law Students’ Debating Society. 


The annual general meeting of the above society was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 10th of y, 1904, Mr. R. A. 
Gordon being in the chair. 

The reports of the committee, the auditors, and of the representatives on 
the Legal Education Committee of the Law Society were read, and 
ordered to be entered on the minutes. 

Officers were elected for the sixty-ninth (1904-1905) session as follows ; 
Treasurer, Mr. H. G. Barrett; secretaries, Messrs. Eustace B. Ames and 
P. B. Henderson ; reporter, Mr. W. E. Singleton ; committee, Messrs. A. 
Dods, G. W. Powers, R. A. Gordon, and W. V. Bell; auditors, Messrs. 
F. H. Stevens and J. D. A. Johnson. 

The proceedings terminated with an impromptu debate. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Meetings.—Your society has during the sixty-eighth session held twenty- 
seven meetings. Fourteen legal and twelve general subjects have been 
discussed; there has also been one lecture. The average attendance, 
including visitors, at the meetings bee Sean thirty-six, which is much 
higher than any average of any session during recent years. The largest 
number attending any one meeting has been seventy-five. 

Legal Education.—Under the new arrangements of the Law Society for 
legal education, two representatives of the Law Students’ Debating 
Society, being members of the Law Society, are entitled to seats on the 
Legal Education Committee. Your society nominated five gentlemen for 
those seats, and out of them the Law Society selected Mr. A. Dods and 
Mr. F. H. Stevens. 

Members.—During the session fifty-four new members have been elected, 
all of whom have paid their subscriptions; twenty-eight members have 
been struck off the roll of members for non-payment of subscriptions. 
The total membership is now 446, as compared with 431 at the commence- 
ment of the session. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


The Hon. E. C. Macnacuren, K.C., and Me. Jenks, K.C., have been 
elected Benchers of the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession 
to the late Mr. Forbes, K.C., and the late Mr. Justice Byrne. 


Information Required. 


m having in his possession 
ormerly of King Williams Town, 


Epwarp Corrs Baker, deceased. —An 
the Will of Edward Coles Baker, cot § 
South Africa, and lately residing in London, is requested to communicate 
with Baker, Freeman, & Co., solicitors, 7, Union-court, Old Broad-street, 
London, E.C. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Atrrep Inman Suerwin and Cremenr Rogers, solicitors (Sherwin & 
Rogers), Birmingham. March 25. . [ Gazette, May 6. 


James Beprorp and Joun Hixst, solicitors (Bedford & Hirst), Bingley, and 
Bradford, April 18. [ Gazette, May 10. 


General. 


It is announced O08 On hearing by a at Court of appeals from 
county courts and by the bankruptcy ju of bankruptcy motions has 
been postponed from the 9th inst. ee: the 16th inst. ad 

It is announced that Mr. Justice Wright, who has been absent from 
court lately in consequence of indisposition, has recently undergone a 
successful operation, and is satisfactorily towards recovery. 

Mr. Justice Kennedy has fixed the following commission days for the 
summer assizes on the South Wales Circuit: Haverfordwest, Suny. 
May 31; Lampeter, Friday, June 3; Carmarthen, Tuesday, June 7; 
Brecon, Saturday, June 11; Presteign, Wednesday, June 15. 
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The Prevention of Corruption Bill passed through Committee of the 
House of Lords on the 9th inst., and was reported, without amendment, 
to the House. The Lord Chancellor said that when the Bill was before 
the standing committee he would endeavour to meet some of the objec- 
tions that had been raised. 


Mr. Justice Ridley and Mr. Justice Bigham have fixed the following 
commission days for holding the summer assizes on the Western Circuit: 
Salisbury, Wednesday, June 1; Dorchester, Tuesday, June 7; Wells, 
Saturday, June 11 ; Bodmin, Saturday, June 18; Exeter, Thursday, June 
23; Winchester, Thursday, June 30; Bristol, Thursday, July 7. 


M. Waldeck-Rousseau, who is lying critically ill in his Paris home, is, 
says the St. James’s Gazette, famous alike as a lawyer and as a statesman. 
In the French courts he has certainly been the Lord Russell of Killowen, 
for in his methods, his eloquence, and his wonderful mastery of the most 
intricate cases he singularly resembles the late Lord Chief Justice. 


In auswer to a question by Dr. Shipman whether it was the intention of 
the Government t» introduce a bill for the extension of the jurisdiction of 
the county courts consequent upon the Act of 3 Ed. 7, c. 42, the 
commencement of that Act having been deferred to the Ist of January, 
1905, to enable some measure to be introduced, or would the Government 
rely solely upon rules, the Attorney-General says, in a printed reply: It 
has always been the opinion of His Majesty’s Government that the Act 3 
Ed. 7, c. 42 required to be supplemented, and the terms of the Bill for 
that purpose are under consideration. 


The fifteenth annual report of the Railway and Canal Commission, which 
has just been presented to Parliament, shews, says the Times, that during 
1903 five appeals from decisions of the Royal Courts of Justice were 
dismissed, and one was withdrawn. One application for an order was 
withdrawn and 15 cases were settled before trial. On the 3ist of 
December last 65 cases had not yet been entered for trial; 3 had been 
fixed for hearing; in 10 cases the pleadings were still incomplete; 16 
cases had been part heard; and in 14 cases the pleadings had” been 
completed, but the cases had not been entered for trial. 


In answer to a question by Mr. J. H. Whitley, what were the amounts 
paid in fees and salaries respectively to the English and Irish law officers 
of the Crown during the year ended the 31st of March last, Mr. V. 
Cavendish has replied in a printed answer. The amounts are as follows : 


England. Salary. | Fees. 


Attorney-General ; vee gos , £7,000 £12,921 7 9* 
Solicitor-General ... ... ie 6,000 7,063 19 3+ 
Ireland. | 


Attorney-General ... . ooo ie 5,000 ’ . q 
Bolicitor-General 0 00 www 2,000 j 1,721 12 0 


* Inclusive of £4,900 103. for Alaska arbitration, and £2,124 for British Guiana 
arbitration. 
+ Inclusive of £2,633 3s. 6d. for Alaska arbitration. 


At the Marlborough-street police-court, on the 6th inst., says the Zimes, 
Cecil A. Lumley, solicitor, of Great Portland-street, W., surrendered to his 
bail before Mr. Kennedy to answer charges of converting the proceeds of 
a cheque for £75, belonging to Lord Huntly, to his own use, mis- 
appropriating money under the will of Caroline Eliza Fowle, and some 


minor accusations. The case has been before the court ten times. Mr. 
Frederick Hall-Tomkins, who until recently acted as clerk to Mr. Lumley, 
was called as a witness for the prosecution. In cross-examination he said 
that he believed that, if it had not been for the action of Lord Huntly, no 
one would have lost a penny piece, and that Mr. Lumley would still have 
been carrying on his business. He understood Mr. Lumley had offered to 
pay everybody before the present charges were made against him. Mr. 
Lumley had a considerable business. He always had his clients’ confidence, 
and when he wanted money could aways get it. Mr. Kennedy said that 
he had come to the conclusion that all the cases should go for trial. He 
would make no comment upon them, but he wished to say how much he 
regretted to see a solicitor who had practised at that court prosecuted in this 
way. The defendant was then formally committed for trial, bail being 
allowed in one surety of £500 and his own recognizances in the sum of 
£1,000. The required bail was tendered. 


The appeal in the House of Lords in the General Assembly of the Free 
Church of Scotland v. Lord Overtoun and Others, in which the question is 
whether the recent union between the Free Church and the United 
Presbyterian Church is valid, and which was argued on eight days from 
the 24th of November to the 7th of December last, is, says the Times, to be 
re-argued, on account of Lord Shand’s death, on the second day of sitting 
after the Whitsuntide holidays. ‘Ihe House was at the hearing constituted 
at the Lord Chancellor, Lord Macnaghten, the late Lord Shand, Lord 
Davey, Lord Robertson, and Lord Lindley. It may be expected that a 
larger tribunal will be assembled for the rehearing. The judges of the 
Court of Session who gave their opinions were Lord Low, the Lord Justice 
Clerk (Lord Kingsburgh), Lord Young, and Lord Trayner. As three 
Scottish judges—the Lord President (Lord Kinross), Lord Moacrieff, and 
Lord Kinnear—are peers, one or more of them may, perhaps, sit to hear the 
final appeal, as none of them were parties to the decision appealed from. 
Of English and Irish judges who may be available there are Lord 
Ashbourne (Lord Chancellor of Ireland), the Lord Chief Justice of England 
(Lord Alverstone), and the Lord Chief Justice of Ireland (Lord O’Brien). 
Probably Lord Alverstone and Lord Kinross will be the additional Law 


Lords sitting. There appears hitherto to be no record of the presence as a 
Law Lord of any actual Beottish judge. ’ 


At the annual general meetiag of shareholders of the Law Fire Insurang 
Society, at their house in Chancery-lane, Sir Richard Nicholson in the 
chair, the premiums of the year 1903, after deducting reinsurances oyt. 
standing, were reported at £163,910, and the claims, commission, ang 
expenses at £111,964. The balance of the credit of the year 1903, afte 
deducting £12,500 distributed as interim dividend, and £20,000 added t 
the reserve fund, is £47,675. A dividend of 17s. 6d. per share for the year 
ended at the general meeting was declared, of which 5s. per share was paj 
in November last, the balance of 12s. 6d. to be paid on the 11th of May, 








Marriage. 


Mitwe—Beaman.—On 1lith May, at St. Luke's Church, Southport, by the Rev. A. F, 
Thorp, Curate of Holy Trinity, assisted by the Rev. Gerald Richardson, Vicar of 
St. Luke's, J ‘ % Farmer Milne, J.P., of Manchester and Birkdale, to Emily, eldest 
daughter of E. H. Beaman, M.R.C.S., L.S.A., Chaseley, Albert-road, Southport. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReGisTRars IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercency <Appeat Court Mr. Justice 
OTA, No. 2. KEKEWICH. 
.ene 18 Mr, Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Jackson Mr. Church 
17 . Leac Beal Pemberton Greswell 
Beal Carrington Jackson Church 
Carrington Beal Pemberton 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FARWELL. Buck.ey. JOYCE. 
16 Mr. R. Leach Mr. King Mr. Theed 
17 Godfrey Farmer ° 
18 R. Leach King 
Thursday .... Godfrey Farmer 
_ . ane . Lead King 
The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, 2lst May, and terminate o 
Tuesday, 24th May, 1904, both days inclusive. 


Mr. Justice 


Date. Waputyetox, 





Swinrew Eapy, 
Monday, May ... Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday .........0: ag King 

Wednesday ... 











The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


May 6.—Mr. Wi.iiam Burrovce Hit, at the Mart, at 1:—¥Freehold Ground-rents, 
secured on properties at Sydenham, amounting to £406 per annum. Solicitors, Messr. 
Green, Moberly, & Green, Southampton. (See advertisement, this week, p. iv.) 

May 16.—Mersrs. Tourcoop & Maetin, at the Mart, at 2 :—Richmond, ** Auckland,” No. 
90, Queen’s-road : Family Residence, about 15 minutes from the railway station, let at 
£120 per annum. Also Twelve Villas, within 3 minutes of the railway station, let at 
£45 and £48 each. Solicitors, Messrs. Dowson, Ainslie, & Martineau, London— 
Walthamstow: Five Freehold Houses, near Hoe-street Railway Station, let at 10s. 64 
a week. In Two Lots. Solicitors, Messrs. Turner & Turner, Ipswich. (See 

advertisement, May 7, B v.). ; 3 

May 18.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrie.p, at the Mart, at 2:—City of London: Net 
Profit Rental of £320 per annum, amply secured upon the fully-licensed Premises, 
known as The Grapes, at the coraers of Jewin-street and Hamsell-street. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Hill, Son, & Rickards, London. (See advertisement, May 7, p. v.). : 

May 18.—Mesers. Doucias Youne & Cu, at the Mart, at 2 :—Eafield ; Leasehold Properties 
(almost adjoining Bush Hill Park Station), Twenty-three Detached and Semi-Detached 
Residences; also valuable Weekly Estate, comprising 136 Leasehold Houses. The 
whole producing £3,875 133. per annum, Solicitors, Messrs. E. C. Rawlings & Butt, 
London. (See advertisement, this week, p. iv.) ; 

May 18.—Messrs. H. EK. Foster & Caanriecp, at the Mart, at 2:—Blackfriars: Freehold 
House and Shop, No. 42, Stamford-street, Blackfriars; let at £65 Solicitors, Messrs. 
Drake, Son, & Parton, London.—Bush-hill-park (close to the Station): Freehold Kesi- 
dence and Grounds. Solicitor, Albert Sargeant, Esq , London.—Upper Norwood: 
Semi-detached Residence, let at £45, suitable for investment. Solicitors, Messrs. Jessopp 
& Son, Bedford.—Greenwich: Residential Flats, producing £48 2s. per annum. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Leslie Antill & Arnold, London.—Haggerston : Frezhold and Lease- 
hold, producing £167 14s. par annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Leslie Antill & Arnold, 
London —Aldgate: Two Freehold Weekly Houses, with Shops, producing £109 4. 
per annum, let at £1 1s. per week each. Solicitors, Messrs. Hogan & Hughes, Londo. 

Harpenden : Freehold Fully-licensed Premises, known as Longland’s Railway Hotel, 
close to station. Solicitors, Messrs. Greenfield & Cracknall, London. 
(See advertisemen's, this week, back page.) 
May 19.—Messrs. H. E Foster & Cranriecp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REV ERSIONS: 

Toa Trust Estate, ~ re by Home Railway Stocks, value £5,100; lady aged 5. 

To £4,000 ; lady aged 64. Solicitors, Messrs. Bompas, Bischoff, Dodgson, Coxe, & 
Bompas, London. 

Toa Trust Fund of £13,500, invested in Railway Stocks, &c.; lady aged 53; also 
to One-third of a Trust Fund of £35,000, ladies aged 76 and 53. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Burgess, Cosens, & Co , London. 5 

To One-third of a Trust Fund invested ia Railway Stocks, value £4,400 ; two lives, 
both aged 61. Solicitors, Mes«ra, Butterworth & Ruse, Swindon, Wilts. 

To One-third of a Trust Fund, in Corporation Stocks, value £30,538, lady aged 64; 
also to One-third of Freeholds and Copyholdsin Hssex, value £1,100, receivable 
in the same event. Solicitors, Messrs. Gush» Phillipe, Walters, & Williams; 
¥. E, M. Stevart, Esq ; and B. 8. Freeman, Esq., all of London. 

To One-eighteenth of a Trust Fund, value £36,000, lady aged 76. 
Messrs. Rooke & Sons, London. 

To One-third of a Trust Fund, value £7,835, widow lady aged 71; also to One 
third of a Trust Fund, value £18,500, on decease or remarriage of same lady. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Lawrence, Graham, & Co., London. y: 

To One-fourth of a Trust Fund, value £17,500, gentleman aged 55. So icitors, 

Lessrs. Crosse & Sons, London. 

To One-twentieth of a Residuary Estate invested in Railway Stocks, &c., value 

£19,000; lady aged 48. Solicitors, Messrs. Kirby, Millett, & Ayscoughy 
ond 9m, 
POLICIES fur £5,000, £1,500, £500. Solicitors, Messrs. Templeton & Cox, ant 

M Ullithorne, Currey, & Jennings, London. 

SHARES, &c, 


Solicitors, 





(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
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May 19.—Messrs. Stimson & Soss, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Ground-rents at East 
‘yulwich. Solicitors, Messrs. Willson & Norman, London. —Frechold Ground-rents at 
Old Kent-road, secured upon eight houses, with reversion to rack-rents of £436 per 
annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Tucker & Forward, Chard, Somerset.—Rotherithe New- 
yoad: Freehold ;Ground-rents of £33 per anaoum, on nine houses (three with shops), 
Solicitors, Messrs. Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, London. (See advertisements, this 


k, p. V- 
anise, Curtis & Hensox, at the Mart, at 1 :—Mayfair, 113, Park-street, Park- 
Sane : Modern Residence, held for a term of about 77 years at a low ground-rent. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Bell, Steward, May, & How, London. (See advertisements, May 7, 

Pp» ¥-) 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimitTep In CHANCERY. 


Acuttxs Gop Mixes, Limrrep (tx_Liqurpation)—Creditora are required, on or before 
June 7, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
to William Frederick Garland, 6, Queen st pl. Hays & Co, Clement's In, solars for 
iquidator . 

eres Bevcn Giver anp Leatuer Works, Limirep (1x Votuntary LiQuipation) 
—Creditors are required, on or before June 2, to send in their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. W. Joyce and H. German, Ashby de la 
Zouch. Joyce, Ashby de la Zouch, solor for liquidators 

Jaues McCane & Co, Limrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Stamp, 
7and8,Idolin. Williams & do, Old Broad st, solors for liquidator 

Juve Srriveress Seir-Crosinc Tar anp Vatve Co, Limrrep— Creditors are required, 
on or before June 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Percy Farbridge Ward, 27, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne. Ward, 
Newcastle upon Tyne, solor for liquidator 

Wese & Evten, Liwitep—Creditors are required, on or before July 15, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sir John Craggs, 52, 
Coleman st. Whale, Cannon st, solor for liquidator - 

West Yorxsutre Lanp Investuent anp Guarantee Society, Limtrep—Petn for 

inding up, presented May 4, directed to be heard May 17. Helliwell & Co, Alderman- 
bury, for Jubb & Co, Halifax, solors for petner Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 16 

Yorxsuire Hypravuric Foreine Co, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before May 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to T W Harding, Hartsholme Hall, Lincoln. Dunning & Co, Leeds, 


solors for liquidator 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwtep in Caancery. 


Grove & Co, Lutrrep —Creditors are uired, on or before June 20, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Ernest Bullock, 22, 
Market st, Longton. Knight & Sons, Newcastle under Lyme, solors for liquidator 

Mircuett. Annorr & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 7, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Whitaker, 86, King st, Manchester Wigglesworth & Son, Manchester, solors for 

iquidator 

Me Miyes. Linrrep— Creditors are required, on or before July 9, to send their names 

addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Sir Albert Kaye Rollit, 
M.P., and Mr. Walter Dangerfield, 8, Union ct, Old Broad st 

Sours Yorxsuire Coat axp Coxe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Carr, 27, Regent st, Barnsley 

Sournrort Arrractions Commirrer, Limitep—Creditors are required. on or before June 7, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
E. Goring, 31, London at, Southport 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.— Frivay, April 29. 
Sitver, WALTeR Huan, Stanford av, Brighton, Merchant June 10 Nicholson vy Wood- 
bridge, Joyce, J Clowes, Serjeant’s inn, Temple 
London Gasette,—Turspay, May 3. 


Haywarp, Grorar, High rd, Tottenham, Licensed Victualler May 24 Mitchell & Coy 
Hayward, Swinfen Eady, J Syrett, Finsbury pymat 

Prizstiry, Henry Samuel, re Rectory, Anglesey, Clerk in Holy Orders May 31 
Jones v Priestley, Buckley, J urie, Llangetin, Anglesey 


Londen Gazette.—Frivay, May 6. 


Hoorer, Witi1am, West ter, Eastbourne, Gent May 31 Hooper vy Chambers, Farwell, J 
Cotton, Bedford row 

London Gazeite.—Turspay, May 10. 

Cottincpourse, Frepemck Henry, Feltham, Middlesex, Grocer Junel Harker & Co vy 


Collingbourne, Swinfen Eady, J Neave, Strand . 
Lanouey, Wittiam Cuaries, Stockt.n on Tees June 9 Malvin vy Clennett, Kekewich, J 


Cohen, Stockton on ‘Tees 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ciarm., 
London Gaseue.—Tursoay, May 3. 
Batcey. Josepu, Wicken, Cambridge, Farmer May 30 Bye & Ennion, Soham, Cambs 
Bicksustarr, WiLuiAM Martin, Avenue rd, Regent’s Park Jane 11 Ingle & Co, New 
st 
Brooks, Axx, Lye, Worcester May 21 Collis, Stourbridge 
Canruanp, JAmEs FRANK Howanxp, Edgbaston, Birmingham June 24 Foster & Co, Bir- 
mingham 


Cuapsury, Euizanets Auice, Blackburn May 27 Radcliffes & Higgineon, Blackburn 
Cauveioor, HRH Grorur WittiAm Ferpericx Caartes, Duke of, KG, Park In June 10 


Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Cox, pO Samuet, Semer, Suffolk, Farmer May 23 Grimwade & Son, Hadleigh, 
0. : 





Davipson, James, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Pit Overman Junel Chapman, White- 
ven 
Desses, Wituiam, South Bank, Yorks, Grocer May 14 Punch & Robson, Middles- 
roug! 
Etrort, Curistoraer, Accrington May 30 Broughton & ton, Accrington 
Fetiows, Freperick, Eastbourne Junel7 Sim & Py et st, Southwark 
Fenwick, Anne Mary, Oxford July1 Dixon & Co, Alnwick 
FitzRoy. Francis,.Devonport, Barrister at Law June13 Gill, Devonport 
Frown. Rose Piayer, Eastbourne June 15 Beaumont & Co, ry In 
Garg, James Jouy, St Albans June30 Woodforde, Red Lion sq 
Gitrix, James, Kendal June 24 Watson & Chorley, Kendal 
Gasenam, Dawrase Fae, Hendon rN 1 peeve, i rd 
1rKkies, Epwiy. Aston, Birmingham 30 , Birmingham 
Hory, Mary Any, Dover June7 Lewis 4 a ~~ 
Hovstay, Jony Heney, Norton Conyers, nr Ripon, Yorks May 31 Wise & Son, Ripon 
Jonsson, Wiit1amM Greaves, Bedford, Surgeon June 4 Tebbs & Sons, Bedford 
Levenston, Micuart, Hyde Park, Theatrical Manager June 18 Slark & Co, South. 
armpton st, Strand . 
Lewis, Epwarp, Llanliwehaiarn, Montgomery, General Draper June 4 Williams & Co, 
Newtown, Montgomery 
Mansseicce, Epwarp, Portsmouth June7 Edgecombe & Co, Southsea 
Marston, Maria, Wednestield May 16 Stratton & Son, Wolverhampton 
Moworierr, ALEXANDER, Ainsdale, June 4 Healy, Sonthport 
O’ HAtLogan, Georce Wanina, St Leonard’s on 3ea Junel3 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st, 


Charing st 
Otiver, Maraaret, Consett, Durham May 16 Philipson & Turnbull, Newcastle on 


e 

Orpe, Rey Ropert Joceiyn Cuarugs. Castleton, Derby July 1 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 

Portier, ALFRED, Cheshunt, Herts June il Ingle & Co, New Broad st 

Raay, Lemay 2 ATKINSON, Newcastleupon Tyne Junel WJS& J ASB Scott, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Roserts, WiL.1am, Chirk, Denbigh May 16 Richards & Sons, Llangollen 

Saxe-Weimar, Her Highness Aveusta CaTHERINE, Princess Epwarp of June 13 Wright 
& Co, Lincoln’s inn fiel: 

Saxe-Weimar, His Highness Field Marshal Prince Epwarp of, KP, GCB,G@CVO June 
13. Wright & Co, Lincoln’s ina fie! 

SHaw, Georee, Norton Woodseats, Sheffield June 1 Simpson & Son, Sheffield 

Smart, Joun ANDREW, Wellingborough June 20 Parker, Wellingborough 

Smitn, Bartiey, Stroud, Glos June4 Davis, d 

Tancock, Witt1am, Torquay June3 _ Kitsons & Co, Torquay 

Taytor, Witi1Am, Harborne, Staffs June 30 Mogford, 

THompson, Cecit, Carlisle, Solicitor June1 Cha’ Whitehayen 

LHompson, Evizazets, Carlisle May 31 SG& re F Saul, Carlisle 

Tuompson, Hues, North Sunderland, Farmer Junel Dickson & Co, Alnwick 

Waker, James, Nottingham Junell Berryman, Notti 

Watton, Ricnarp George, baston, Birmipgham May 31 Mogford, Birmingham 

Wasner, Henry, Nottingham, June5 J & A bright, Nottingham 

hE agh aim sgt ee —~ i Sox. i 4 Hooper & Ryland, Birmingham 

EBBE, JOHN Henry, ton, Birmi une 1 r yland, Birmi 

WE ts, Epwiy, Kingvien en Thames Tone 25 Smith & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Wirkm, Eprra Mary, Campden hill, Kensington May 25 Whitehouse & Etherington, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Witiiams, Jounaruay, Bargoed, Gelligaer, Glam, Colliery Proprietor June2 James & 
Co, Mertopr Tydfil 

Witsen, James, Blackwell, Derby, Farmer May 31 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 


London Gasette.—Fripay, May 6. 
—-—~ plane Diana, Bury St Edmunds May 31 Woolnough & Co, Bury St 


uo 

Brassvon, Joux, Bromley June1 Bramsdon & Childs, Portamouth 

Briaes, Witt1am Epwarp, Gloucester cres, Regent’s Park, Barrister at Law June ll 
Bennett & Co, Buxton 

Brown, Mary Mayo, Weaste, Salford June 17 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Browster, Wi..1am, Belfast, Ireland, Foreman Ri June 6 Owen, Liverpool 

Cass, ARTHUR Hexpert bu Per, Stanford rd, Kensington June 24 Spencer & Co, King's 
Bench . Temple . 

Cotpseck, Curisropuer, Leeds, Licensed Victualler June7 Dunning & Co, Leeds 

Cox, Henry, Gordon Enfield, Gas Engineer June 16 Patey, Finsbury sq 

Da ton, Geuree, Holbeck, Leeds, Engineer June 14 Cousins, Leeds 

Davies, Ettey, Bath June7 Adam & Co, Bath 

Dossox, Mary, Bristol June 30 Proctor, Bristol 

Evans, Mary Any, Eastbourne June 15 sane Bate’ , 

Fouiett, Bernarp Rosert Hausoy, Henley on es, Farmer May 27 Hicks & Co, 
King st, Covent 

Hat, Mary, Leeds June7 Dunning & Co, Leeds 

Haventon, Epwarp Tuomas, Leeds June 13 Stott, Leeds 

Herest, Hermann, Richmond July 1 Co & Co, Moorgate st 

Hoaa, Isazecta Axne, St Mary’s sq, Paddington May 13 Hortin, Edgware rd 

Horragr, Ricuarp, Jarrow on Tyne June 24 Storey & Son, erland 

“i, ALExanper, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer June 22 Watson & Co, 


otting’ 

Hutcurxson, Timoray, Eggleston, Durham May 31 W J & HC Watson, Barnard Castle 

KILNER, Jacos Taomas, Huddersfield June1 Wilmhurst & Stones, Huddersneld 

Kwaaas, Stepney Lauper, Camden Towa June6 Pedley & Co, Bush ln 

Ler, Evizaseru, Chesterfield June 24 Stanton & Walker, Chesterficld ; 

Luyt, Roser, Oakfield, Liverpool, Saddler June30 Inman & Warbuiton, Liverpool 

Mayor, Ev1za, Egremont, June10 Whitley & Co, Li 

Marcrorr, Marurw, Warile, nr Rochdale June3 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 

Mesnarp, Epwarp, Basinghall st, Chartered Accountant June 30 Andrew & Co, it 
James st, Bedford row 

Mites, Samue. Arruur, Leyton, Builders’ Merchant June 30 Freeman, Leytoa 

_. — on, ig tee “e 21 Watts & ay me 4 ‘ 

* Nichotson, Emma, Upper Tooting June 15 Greening, ur 

Prpuey, Rev Josgrn Cuances Josuva, Catford June 6 Pedley & Co, Bush In 

Pirrson, Jean Nicocas Evcenr, Heaton Chapel, Lancs, Basket Importer June 18 Broks 
& Co, Manchester 

P.atrs, Perer, Gainsborough Aug6 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 

Porter, Henry, Bedford June6é Mott & 8on, Bedford row 

Pratt, Joun, Halifax May 14 Mackrell, Halifax 

Rooke, Heyry Ricnarv, Highbury New pk, Silk Trimming Manufacturer May 31 
Tyler, Gracechurch st : oe 

Ruppock, Herry, Fentiman rd, Clapham rd June 24 Ikin & Crowther, Lincoln's inn fiekis 

Geown, S Joux, — Norwood, Deputy Judge Advocate General June 30 Thornely 


Cameron, 
Sae.ron, May, West Bridgford, Notts June7 Wells & Hind, +, ham 
Gunarpex, Pasnons, Middlesbrough, Ironworks Labourer May 12 & Robson, 


Tuompson, Joseen Lowes, Sunderland, Shipbuilder May 30 Simey & Co, Sunderland 
Watson, James WILLIAM, Horsforth, Yorks June 6 Hewson, Leeds 
wart, aly 4 R aune Lanes = Dowse, a 
ILtL14Ms, Evizanetu, Clapham janc 3t i 
Witson, Mary, Newcastle upon Tyne pA 7 Want, Newcastle upon Tyne ; 
Wooo, Hissar Drew, Basinghall st, Law Stationer June 4 Phelps & Wallace, Besing- 
all at 


London Gazette,—Torspay, May 10. 


Anvent, Eowarp, Stoke Newington June 21 Bertram, Suffolk st, Pall Mall 
BarLow, Jane Hannan, Highbury, Newcastle upon Tyne May 31 Cooper 
Newcastle upon Tyne 


& Gooiger, 








i 
: 
j 
4 
8 
i 
: 
- 
; 
i 
4 
5 








482 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





May 14, 1904, 











am June9 Cridland & Nell, Bedford row 


Hagetert, Sydenh: 
Brows, Eurzasern V Witus, Bath June17 Stone & Co, Bath 
Brows, Writ1am Tuorreurcu, New Bec 


CarewEt., Mary Awn, Sparkbrook, Birmi: - 
Curistiz, Wiiuiam, South Shields, 


Queen Victoria st 


Duaeaw, Rey Wittiam Botrromiey, Oxford June 24 Grenside, Great George st, West- 


June10 Spyer & Sons, Jondon Wall 
ffs, Licensed Victualler July 4 Tyler & Deighton, 


Fox, Josrra, Chapeltown, nr Sheffield June7 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Chapeltown, nr Sheffield June7 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


EpeEvow, Emity Janz. Torgua: 
Fopen, —, = New Oscott, 


Fon Szuix 
Grosvenor, Estuer, Birm’ 


Hamuet, Heyry Moszs, Stretford, Lancs May 23 
Huspersty, Saran, Huddersfield June10 Booth. Hudd 


Kinosmtuy. Ricwarp, Dover, Licensed Victualler June 17 Mowil & Mowll, Dover 
Lawrtox, Taomas, Woolton, Lancs, Plumber Junel Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AsurortH, Grorcr Henry, Hayes ct, Camberwell New rd, 
Surrey High Court Pet April 13 Ord May 3 
Boora, yw? —e Cycle Dealer Windior Pet 


Burpert, Onan Sutton in pees, Notts, Clothier 
N ham PetMay4 Ord May 

Camenox, Davip Topp, Saltash, Cornwall, Engineer Ply- 
mouth P Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Crows, Epwarp Grapwett, Barrow in orem, Saddler 
Barrow in Furness Pet May2 Ord May 

Davies, Witu1am Grorce, a, Solicitor Green- 
wich Pet April6é Ord May 

Eopewt, Evizasera, Leeds, | = a Leeds Pet May 3 
Ord May 3 


y 
Emery, Wit.1Am Aveustus, Southsea, Corn Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Evays, zpemas samme, Out Me, gr. Collier Merthyr 


Evans, | ante my A way , > Rg Colliery 
Fireman Aberdare Pet May 4 Ord May 
Frenca, James Masow, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, —e 
sLynn Pet May4 Ord May 4 
GILEs, a. te Oxford, Furniture Dealer Oxford Pet 


Gurney, Tuomas, tl on eg Builder Kingston, 
Pet May3 Ord Ma 
Hare, agg a powers, 
Hamittoy, G wiee Ord May te York 
‘AVIN JAMES, 5 o 
Oa Mans ork Pet April 20 | 


— rm, Jon, 7 Sage oy: Draper Manchester 
ae... a Ad LIAM fm =i Lostwithiel, + aeen Watch- | 
maker Truro PetMay3 Ord May 
Hensox, Anruve 4 Sheffield, Painter Sheffield 
= a y2 by Fs & 
GNETT, Percy Bay, Denbigh, Solicito: g 
< Pet Apri 18 ‘Ord May 3” ae ging ad 
ND, anzy, urnley, be: 
oe on ry, umber Burnley Pet May 3 


a OE Agent Cam- 


Hopasox (ll Joszrn, and Epwix Hopasox, North | 
Shields, B Builders Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 3 Ord | 


y3 
Howe.t, Wituiam Gerorcr. Old paeoien, Norfolk, 
Norwich PetMav3 Ord May 
Ip1ens, Jonx Wittiam, Wolverhampton, Painter Wolver- 
et My 3 Ord May 3 


Jgavoys, WILLIAM, Stafis, Baker Dudl P 

ee ane meter, ate mean | 
a, WitLiAm, Huby, nr Easingwold, Yorks, Black h 
York Pet Aprili8 Ord May2 ey 


aaa Moss, —- XB, Chadiablipe Gate 
ee sy , Apons Pack | In, Gentleman High Court 


Pet Ma 
me can Boho st, Share Deal igh C 
Pot March 30 Ord May 4 eh en gins 
Magcn, ILLIAM a Birmingham, Boot Maker 
Birmingham Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Me Ot ioae y In, Solicit High Court Pet Jan 
Mitier, Groncz, Hi Lancs, Mi Wi 
May 2 Ord Mapa’ iss gaging 
Moreay, By ay oe, Aberdare, Butcher Aberdare Pet 


May 2 
18, Davip — , Carmarth 
Carmarthen PetMay3 OrdMay3 7 

Moar, Perss, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet May 2 Ord | 


y2 | 
rae, Avpeet, and Gzoncr owe Daymogp, Ellesmere | 
acti k 
May'3 Ord Mar . urers Birkenhead Pet | 


——— Groner Stee, Little Massi — Mexfolk, | 
King’s Lynn Pet May 3 Ord Ma 

one Apa, Wednesbury Walsall Pet May 2 "Ora May 2 | 

Pow1s, Burton Waisman, and Atrrep ARTHUR May, | 

Mars ographers Birmingham Pet May 2 | 


Ord 

Paixce, Hewry, South Boot > ret, | 
May 4. Ord May 4 sea, maker Portsmouth Tet | 
See, Wittiam Tromrson, Ne 





4 Mappy, 


wport, a Build New- 

wa a, Pet May 3 Ord May3 ° a ae | 
LD, Rey sl V 

Pet May 3 Ord May 3 ter, Watchmaker Swindon 





kenham, Confectioner June 20 Redpath & Co, 


Cares, THomas Leappetrer, Cobden, Victoria June 24 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st | Worrts, ANN 
June 20 Walford, Birmingham ; 5 
June 18 Moore & Armstrongs, South 

Shields 


Doo.ey, Rosrwa, Stratford June 30 Allen & Edwards, Gt Winchester st 
Doveuas, Coantorte Mitiicent Emity, Brimpton, nr Reading June 1 Slack & Co, 


ingham Junell Hampton, West Bromwich 
Hatt, Amos, Bradfield, Yorks June10 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Holt & ek pete chester 
ersfiel WeEstLanD, Joun Barvett, Boston, Lincs, Wine Merchant 
e Park June10 Routh & Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Wituiamson, Epcar, Copthall bldgs, Financier June 30 ch In 








Lowocay, James Money, Ply 








Lets, JoserH, Sunderland J une 24 eg tl & wre Satuieet 








Plymouth 


Livi ol 


Watton, Joun, Urmston, 


| WuiTaker, THomas, 





FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Artuur M, Littlehampton. Cantiqnems May 26 at 
11.30 Off,Rec, i. Pavilion bldgs, Brighto: 

AmstTrona, Timorny, Wellingborough, 
11.30 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Asurorp, Grorce Henry, Camberwell New rd, Surrey 
May 16at12 Bankr uptey bldgs, Carey st 


Beckett, Wittiam, Weston Point, nr Runcorn, Cheshire, | 


Grain Sampler May 16 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 


a x Cartes Goste, Ironmonger In, Los 
om Mn 6 at 2 County Court Offices, Seaside rd, East- 
bourne 

Coz, James ALFRED, Sheffield, Fruit Salesman he 19 at 
12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Cotiier, WILLIAM, ro Glam, Fitter May 16 at 12 30 
117, 8t Mary st, C 

Davigs, Goprrey Joun, +, Ucba, Mon, Licensed 
be NO ta 16 at 11 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, 
Newport, 

— ty ay Bradford, Grocer May 16 at3 Off 

29, Tyrrel st. Bradford 

Du ._.. ARTHUR, Cheltenham, Hosier May 16 at 3 County 

Court bldgs, Cheltenham 


Eapect, Exizasets, Leeds. Dressmaker May 16 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leds 

Emery, Wittram Avaustu 8, Southsea, Hants, Corn Dealer 
Mey 16at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Frost, Cuartes Epwix, Catford, Carpenter May 16 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

GREEN, JouN, ~ mua May 16 
at 2.30 Off 


Patricroft, Lancs, 
Rec. Byrom st, M 

Grier, CATHERINE, Penygraig, Glam, Tobacconist May 16 
at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hamittron, Gavin James, Harrogate, Draper May 18 at 

Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl. York 

| Hammertos, Joun Rosert, Bournemouth, Bootmaker 

May 16 at 12.45 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, 
Salisbury 

Harrisoy, Grorcr, Kingston upon Hull, General Carrier 
May 14 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House ‘lane, Hull 

Hawken, Witiram Epwarp, Lostwithiel, Cornwall, Watch- 
maker May 17 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

| Ha Gins, Epwry, Chepstow, Mon, Baker May 16 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

| Hopesox, Joun JOSEPH, and Epwix Hopasor, North 
Shields, Builders May 16 at12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Hvcues, Davin Faeperick, Llandyssul, Cardigan, Draper 
May 14 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Huster, Arcuiatp D, Clapham Common, Commercial 
Agent May 17 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
Bridge 

| eee ‘CHARLES, Church End, Finchley, Cab Proprietor 


High Court | Lass 9 Wi at 12 14, Bedford row 


ILLIAM BETTISON, Ilkeston, Baker May 14 at 11 
ff Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Lasmeoan E, a Golden ‘in, Stick Manufacturer May 18 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

LOEWENGARD, ma ele Park In May 18 at12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Leyc, WILLiaAm, Huby. nr Easingwold, Yorks, Blacksmith 
—- at 3.30 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
Yor 

| Lowman, Davin, Northfleet. my Contractor May 16 at 
11.30 115, High st, Roches’ 

Meaximx, H R, Chancery ing ‘Bolicitor May 19 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


| Mituer, Georce, Hindley, Lancs, Miner May 16 at 3.30 


19, Exchange st, Bolto’ 
Morr, —. iton, Fruierer May 16at3 19, Exchange 
st, Iton 
Norra, . = Hervert, Church ct, Clement’s In, Tand 
t May 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


| Pye, Eowrx, Warrington, House Sih May 16 at 


2.45 Off Rec, Byrom st, r 

Rayer, Jouy, Eastington, Glos, Farmer May 14 at 3 
Wheateheaf, Northleach, Glos 

Reitiy, WaALtre, Cheetham. Manchester, Chair Maker 
May 16 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Swati, Wier1aM Hewry, Brockley, Builder May 17 at 12.80 
2, Railway app, I ndon Bridge 

Suirn, Apert, Wollaston, Martiempten, Draper May 17 
at 11 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Srapves, Sarnau CATHERINE, Nottingham, Provision Dealer 
= 17 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 

m 


oer May 17 at | 








he Royal Navy July 1 Wilson, 


| MarsHaty, MarGaretT am, Brockley June 24 wangcls & Co, Leadenhall 
le Junei4 Brierley & Hudson, Roc ‘ * 
seas Sir Herpert Harrey, KCB, Eccles 


tonsq June18 Capel & Co, Clement's inn, 


| Pater, General Sir Antuur Power, GCB, GCIE, Buckingham Palace gdn insteg 
Tune 10 Hasties, Lincola’s inn fields oe, Were 
| Pearson, Hester Ann, Cheltenham June 24 Earangey, Cheltenham 
Pootey, Witu1am, Waterloo, nr Liverpool, Wine Dealer June 14 Peaccck & Co, 


erpo 
ee. = Exizasera, Chewton Hill Cottuge, nr Christchurch June 11 Druitt & Draitt, 


ants 
| Sotomon, Henry, Highbury New park June13 Edwards, Basinghall st 
Tw wereen, , ISABELLA, Whitehaven, Cumberland June 10 


Ridley & Co, Stanley, og 


| Watt, Many Janz, Keighley, Yorks June 27 Harland & Ingham, Leeds 
nes, Licensed Victualler June 10 Cobbett & Co, My 


June6é Dyer, Boston 
Harradine, Abchurch 


Twamiey, ArtHur Joun, Hednesford, Staffs, Terra Cotty 
ufacturer May 16at12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
| Watsu, Wiiu1am, Wetherby, Yorks May 16 at 11 Of 
, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Same, Cuartes Josern, Ilford, Wine Merchant May 
17at3 14, Bedford row 
Wiuvenny, Josera, Hollinwood, Oldham, Cotton Operative 
May Watli Off oe Greaves st, Oldham 
| Wornac on Epwiy, Plymouth, Devon, Butcher May 16 
at1l Off Rec, 6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apvams, ArTuur M, Littlehampton Brighton Ord May3 


Bourpetr, Cuaries, Sutton in sae, Notts, Clothier 
Nottingham Pet May4 Ord May 

Cameron, Davip Topp, Saltash, adel Engineer 
Plymouth Pet May4 Ord May 4 

Crowe, Epwarp GraDwELL, Barrow in’ Furness, Saddler 

win Furness Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Eope... ExizasetTs, Leeds, Dressmaker Leeds Pt May 
3 Ord May 3 

Emery, Witi1am Avevustus, Southsea, ie, Corn Dealer 
Portsmouth Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

Evans, ereeee Fe Merthyr Tydfil, Collier Merthyr 
Tydfil 2 Ord May 2 

Evans, tg , Aberdare, Assistant Colliery 
Fireman Aberdare Bags May 4 Ord May 4 

Frenca, James Mason "s Lynn, Mesto, Shoemaker 
King’s Lynn Pet Mart 4 Ord May 

Grayston, AMBROSE JESSE. re > oy Paddington High 
Court’ Pi rd May 


Pet Jan 22 0; 
Grossman, Isaac, Strap ag ett, Traveller 
Manchester Pet 12 Ord 
Guryey, Taomas, Sunbury on on ee ag + Kinggston, 


Surrey Pet May3 Ord May3 
Hare, Victor, res, Commission Agent Cambridge 
et May3 Ord May 
Hanpnaas, Heney, dol ,» Worcester, Hotel Keeper 
erminster Pet April ig Ord May 3 
Sasor, Joun, Hulme, ees Draper Manchester 
Pet May 4 Ord May 


Harris, TARAKOWSKY Bouthport, Picture Dealer Liverpool 
Pet April 6 Ord May 

Hawken, Witiiam Epw ad Lostwithiel, Cornwall, Wateh- 
maker Truro Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Henson, Artuur Wiiiiam, Ranmoor, Sheffield, Painter 
Sheffield Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

Hinv, Harry, Burnley, Plumber Pet May 3 
Ord M ay 3 

Hopasoy, Joun Joserpu, and Epwin Hopasoy, North 
Shields, Builders Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 3 Ord 
May 3 

Howett, Wittiasm Grorer, Old Buckenham, Norfolk, 
Farmer Norwich Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Ipizns, Joun Witxiam, Wolverhampton, Painter 
hampton Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Jeavons, Witiiam, Tipton, Staffs, Baker Dudley Pet 
April 28 Ord April 28 

Kemp, Grorcer, oa, Kent, Builder 
Pet April 27 Ord May 3 

KiyireLe, GrorcE ~— Brockley High Court Pé 
Feb 15 Ord May 2 

MarsHay, Freperip, and WiiiiAmM Marsuar, Bloom 
bam sq, Solicitors High Court Pet July 16 On 


vg GrorcE, Hindley, Lancs, Miner Wigan Pet May 
2 Ord May 2 
aieneen waseen, Aberdare, Butcher Aberdare Pet May 
Ord May 2 
mci Davip Jonn Mapvt¥, Liandilo, Carmarthen Car- 
matthen Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
Mont. Pr: Prrer, Bolton, Fruiterer Bolton Pet May 2 Ord 


Burnley 


Wolver- 


Greenwich 


Pays, AA BERT, and Grorce Hunry Daywonp, Ellesmere 
Port, Cheshire. a Manufacturers Birkenhead Pet 
May 3 Ord 

PELGRAVE, poses kee Little Massingham, Norfolk, 
Farmer K P Ord 3 


ing’s I syon pet May 8 y 
Walsall Pet May? 


Pirr, sof Bice Wed y, Engineer 

pews 8, = ll Warman, and Atrrep Arrave May, 
a. Photographers Birmingbam Pet May2 
y) 

Prince, iaeee, Southsea, Hants, Boot Maker Portsmouth 
Pet May4 Ord May 4 





Ma 
— 
R ADERMAC 
Promo 
Sisk, We 
¢ 
Sesto 
May 
ut, W 
no M 
TTFIEL 
Ware M 


Burt 
BRADLEY, 
Brace, E 
Pet M 
CupisTENs 
Leeds 
YTON, 
Ort i 
CocHRANE 
Pa M 
A 
OO sy 7 
yIES, ¢ 
a = x 
Epwarbs, 
Devo 
May ¢ 
ForbD, Tr 
Trave 
Gar, Ep 
High 
GooDMAN 
April 
HAwpDs, . 
Haseis, 
Hearts, ¥ 
May’ 
Hopason 
‘Trave 
Hucues, 
Pet 3 
Hype, J 
Ord} 
Jervis, E 
lu € 
Jervis, | 
igh 
Joxzs, T 
Port 


LanGFror 
Wre: 
Mam, W 
Pet d 
Nicno.s 
Assis 
May 
Opy, Jon 
Apri 


Paicz, E 


1904, 
——= 
yl Wilson, 
anhall st 
lement’s inn, 


Westminsto, 


lecck & 
itt & Draitt, 


Stanley, co 


Co, M ‘ 
oston 


Uy 


Terra Cott, 
verhampton 
at 11 Of 


chant May 
n Operative 
er May 16 


Ord May3 
5 Clothier 
Engineer 
88, Saddler 
Pt May 
rn Dealer 
Merthyr 
it Colliery 
lhoemaker 
‘ton High 
Traveller 
Cingston, 
ambridge 
Keeper 
anchester 
aiverpool 
|, Watch- 
Painter 
May 3 


, North 
73 Ord 


Norfolk, 
W olver- 
y Pe 
enwich 
t Pet 


slooms- 
5 Ord 


et May 
et May 

Car- 
» Ord 


‘sere 
1 Pet 
folk, 
May 2 


May, 
May 2 


,outh 
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RADERMACHER, Wa ter, Exeter rd, Brondesbury, Com 
eMnoter High Court Pet March 31 OrdMay 2 
Wiuu1am Tuompson, Newport, Mon, Builder New- 
” port,Mon Pet May 3 Ord May 8 r ae 
PR cng CarisTorHer Dickson, aa WitiaM 
Snoioxs, Goswell High Court Pet March 25 Ord 


May 2 
, Wiu1aM Henry, Brockley, Build G: i 
Sant at Ord May 3 y, Builder Greenwich 


ITFIELD, Harry, Cirencester, Watchmak: Swind 
we May3 Ord May3 is ” 
London Gazette-—Tvurspay, May 10. 

RECEIVING ORDERS. 
zygs, JosepH CHARLES, Ashbourne ae 
Birturton on ‘Trent Pet May7 Ord May?” 
Braptey, CuarLes Joun, South Shields, Pickle Manu- 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 5 Ord May 5 
Cornwall, Photographer Truro 


Baker 


Brace, Epwarp, Illogan, 
PetMay5 Ord Mayd 


CunisTExsEx, 4 ALFRED Ferpinanp, Leeds, Teacher of Music 


CLavTon, JOSEPH, 5 7M Yorks, Labourer 
righ 
Pet May 6 Ord ¥ ae 


‘et May 6 Ord May 6 
hi 
Pet May 7 Ord May a 
CocHRANE, "Sune Gates, Brighton, Grocer 
™ Bradford Bradford Pet May 7 Ord 
y 


Davies, Jonau, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Ma 
Ord May 6 ' theinadine 


FRED JOSEPH DE Garis, Stoke, ee = 
7 Plymouth Pet May 6 Ord 
y 


Ravel Waimil "Pet Bay «bod ay 4 prerns 

ay, Epwarp JosEPH len In, Co 

3 a pematagen 
April 22 Ord May 4 

ame eo — Greengrocer Leicester Pet 


Hazes, WILuiam Jou, Tothill st, Westminster, Green- 
f = High oat ‘Pet +> Ord May 6 
EATH, WALTER raper Birmingham 
May5 Ord May 5 ” ” yey 
Hopason, Isaac James, Kendal, ae, Commercial 
- traveller = Pet May 7 Ord May 
venues, Ernest, ii Packing Ca: 
: Pe ay 8 ‘Ona Ma far g Case Maker Wigan 
yor, JAMES Henry, oc, Tail 
a er} a or Leeds Pet May 6 
a gape maou, Queen's gate High Court Pet Dec 
sade ERNESTINE , = Peng.ore 8c 
: igh Court Pet Dec 14 Ord March 25° en om 
ONES, OMAS. Pet Man? Denbi .F nsed 
Portmadoc’ Pet May7 Ord aT a 
Lanerorp, JoHn od Moss, nr Wrexham, 
Wrexham Pet May 3 Ord May3 aed 
Mam, Witu1am Water, Streatha 
A pal is Ord Maye m, Miller Wandsworth 
Nicuotson, Joun Witiiam, Great Driffield, Saddler’ 
gasciant Kingston upon Hull Pet May 6 Ord 
Opy Joun A, Kidderminster, Builder Kiddermins 
April 25 Ord Mayé : ities 
rum, "On yy Shepherd’s Bush High Court Pet April 


Piorr, y otra f 4 ‘ton, 
e vay . uw CattleDealer Luton Pet May 5 


Vv 
Py wo is Diesen hee Grocer we 

og Teavens, and Paseaps iescemitinas st, Borough, 

Floor Cloth ‘Dealers High Court Pet May 4 Ord 
aoa, Bema Ort ae, man 
dg and } = ange ARE rd High Court 
Wray Gaoncny Cher In, Surveyor ‘ini oer 
Peep ony, Pana, Glam, Grocer Swansea 
Wusor, on Worthing, Grocer Portamouth Pet April 6 


way Tous Sexe, Torquay, Builder Exeter Pet 
"Pet Met 8 Onl dea grtinaton, Builder Warrington 


Eowarps, 
nary Schoolmaster 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Astworrn, Jonx, Padih: utch: 
es Court house, on ° vhs: aha 
ett, Joun Fanpaniox. Wolverhampton, eel- 
wright May 18 at 11.30 Off Ree, Wolntienttee 
» CHARLES Joun, South Shields, Pickle 
vafastumes May 18 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 


Newenstlo on T: 

» Epwarp wall, Photogra: 

19 at 12 Off Reo, wen ret, Truro = 

“Sen Davip Topp, Saltash, Cornwall, Engineer May 
at Off Rec, 6, Atheneum ter, P lymouth 


cane ALF 
cnn nO asa Pac Sete 
RANE, JAMES  araane Brigh | ard Grocer May 18 at 11 


Off Rec, 4, Pa 
ee Bown Wiussas bides, Bri 
° . Gin 
2'at12 Of F Pa itome Ae ios, Accountant May 





Cox, Water, Bradford May 20at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel 
Bradford 
Dvuepatz, Josern, Burnley, Auctioneer May 20 at 11.30 
Court house, Burnley . 
ara, Foemes J eT Collier May 19 at 
35, High st, Merthyr 
uns F setamteen Pe Farniture Dealer May 18 at 12 
1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Guass, ALEXANDER, Windsor, Artist May 28at1 Town- 
hall, Windsor 
Cosme! Marcanret Resecoa, Worcester, Grocer May 
18 at 11.80 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Grirritus, Taomas, Merthyr tay a Wheelwright May 18 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Ween, Victor, Newmarket, Commission ~~ May 18 
2.30 The White Hart Hotel, Newmar! 
same, My mar Co.cHEsTER, and CHARLES dE Hatt 


j May 18 at 11.30 2, 

hee = London Bridge 

Harvey, Joux, Hulme, Manchester, Draper May 20 at 2.30 

Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Harzis, late Southport, Picture Dealer May 18 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Henson, ArTHuR WILLIAM, | arene sd Sheffield, Painter 
May 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree ln. effield 

Howe.t, Witt1am Grorce, Old Becheahem, pn - - 
Farmer May 18at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Howes, Joun Brrant, Caversham May 19 at 12 Queen’s 
Hotel, Reading 


Huaues, Exxest, Wigan, Packing Case Maker May 21 at 
11 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Hype, James Henry, Rania, Tailor Mayis8at11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, 
Jones, THomas Morais, Cefnfaes Vaults, Bethesds, Quarry- 
man May 18 at 11.30 Crypt chm chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Kemp, Grorce, Sydenham, Builder May 18 at 12.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 

Manerorp, Joun Toomas, Moss, nr Wrexham, Collier May 
18at11 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Morris, Davin Joun Mavpy, Liandilo, Carmarthen May 
18at12 Off Rec, 31, ‘Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Parkrxson, WatTER SuitH, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
May 18 at11 Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Payne, ALBERT, and Gzorcr’ Hexry Daywonp, Ellesmere 

, Brick Manuf: May 18at12 Off 

Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

PEARETH, J TWisvEs, Aldershot, 2nd Lieutenant, 2nd 
Durham Light Infantry May 19 at 12.30 24, Railway 

app, London Bridge 

Saag me ‘Wednesbury, Engineer May 18at12 Off Rec, 

Pric Rs pana plands, Smethwick, Brassfounder May 18 

t11 174, Corporation st, Birming! 

ee. Hexry, Southsea, Hants, Bootmaker May 18 at 3 
Off Rec, Cambridge j junc, High st, P. outh 

Raver, Emre, Clerkenwell rd, Screw Press lanes May 18 

at 12 bldgs, st 

Rocue, Tmortuy, and Pataick Rocue, Tabard st, Boro eb, 

Floor Cloth Dealers May 18 at 11 Bankruptcy 


Scorr, Rosert Ware, Sunderland, Artificial Teeth Maker 
May 18at3 Off Rec, 25, John st. Sunderland 


Sroau, Henry, Southampton Docks, t Dealer May 18 
Midland Bank chmbrs, oo Se oS Southampton 
Surrn, Harr May 18 at 


, Blackpool, Licensed 
10.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st st, Preston 
Geuemencen, BS Tap , Bucks, Dramatic Author May 


18 at 12 ~t row 

Stoney, Annu, Chester, Provision Dealer May 18 at 3 
Crypt chm! brs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Symonps, Tomas, Snailwell, Cambridge Vic- 
tualler May 18at 12.45 The White eStart Hotel Hotel, New- 
market 

Texps, Joun, Nottingham Mey 3 19 at 11.45 Off Rec, 4, 

Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Turver, WILLIAM, , Hardware omer May 19 at 
11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staff: 

WALTERS, Gnomes, ig = Goat rd ” Sy 19 at 12 
Bankru; 


WESTALL, pier bidee Chancery In, Surveyor May 20 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 


Wess, Ripon, Yorks, Market 
Gardener May at 11.15 Court house, North- 
allerton 


Wuirrietp, Harry, Cirencester, hy) ~~ ad May 18 at 
11 Off Rec, 38, Regent t circus, 8 lwindon 

Witsoyx, H L, W 'Worthin Grocer May 18 at 4 Off Rec, 

Cambridge junc, High st, Portamouth 

Winpsor, James Henry, Torquay, Builder May 19 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALLEN, sone, Pembroke ly Builder Pembroke Dock 
Pet Oct 20 Ord May 

—So Tales, Oxford Oxford Pet April 16 

y7 

Barnes, JoserH CHARLE sabes, Devky, Baker 
Burton on Trent Pet May 7  & 

Benpatt, Epwarp Grorar, Ipewich, arket Gardener 
I Ord nay | 5 

Brapiey, Cuartes Jonny, South Shields, Pickle Manufac- 


le on Twne PetMay5 Ord Msy5 
Photographer Truro 


WairteLock, ALFRED 
30 





Braaa, Epwarp, I Cornwall, 
Pet MayS Ord May 


Cameron, Lieut Col Hittyvarp Henry Anavs, Norton 8t 
ip, Bath Court Pet Feb18 Ord May3 


CHAMBE by DERICK, Reading, Boot Deale 
au, et April 13 Ord May 5 2 


CHRISTENSEN, ae —— Teacher of Music 
Leeds Pet May 6 


May 6 


 SumMERS, Joun Henry, 
Liverpool 





Cte S OSEPH, Kpahwest, Yorks, Labourer Sheffield 


Pet May 6 Ord May 6 
Cox, Warren, Bradford ford’ Bradford Pet May 7_ Ord May 7 


Cmnemae SS : ley, Lancs, Joiner 
iy 


Dan, Ou pee Bampryipe, Victoria st High Court 
eb 


Ord May 7 
~~ Joran, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet May 6 


E * Josern Dr Gazis, Devonport 
P’Gchocimaster Plymouth Pet May 6 SOniMay 8 
Fituer, WALTER Gzorcr, CuaRtes HERsErt Fumes, and 
Hargy Bruce Homme, Whitecross st, Box Manufac- 
é Court Pet 8 Ord May 5 ‘ 
OHNSON, Staffs, Machinist’ 
alsall ‘Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Maiden In, Covent garden, Florist 
Ord May 6 
ARLES Hunzy Ha 
Greenwich Pet A 


turers 
Forp, Inwm 
Traveller 

Gaz} EpwarpD pn 
High Court Pet May 6 


Haz, Witt14m Corcuester, and Cx 
jun, Lower Sydenham, Grocers 
27 Ord May 6 " 

Harris, WILi1AM JonN, beg ce — Green- 

High Court Ton y , 

Bean, Waxes, Hap ~ ene 

pin Isaac Ere Kendal, Wosmarea, Commercial 
Traveller 


—_- Bag — 1 One Wigan 


Hoo May S. 5 "Grd Mey 8 5 
Hype, Jac 3 Henry, Toots, Tailor Leeds Pet May 6 
y6 

JonEs, THOMAS. h, Licensed Victualler 
Portmadoc ot May 7 May 7 ne ey 

Kyieut, Quseene, Ce reex<y* hy aa Cab Proprietor 
Barnet Pet April27 Ord Ma: 

LanGrorD, pam Tomas, "at Wrexham, Collier 
W Pet May3 Ord 


Mires, Ernest WItiiaM Wanran, “Deiaten hill High 
Court Pet March 28 Ord May 7 
Nicuoxsoy, Jonxn Wit11aM, Gt Driffield, Yorks, Saddler’s 
Assistant Kingston upon Hull Pet May 6 Ord May 
Rav: ae a Clerkenwell rd, oe Press Maker High 
R H =e agent ae Billerica: Jobbing 
Hae de ur 
EV ~4 ENRY, 8 c coy, Rens ey 6 
ventry Coventry 


" Recmannen m, | Quansae , Ra Co Pet 
a 
tieeath. Samurt, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer 
Portmadoc Pet May5 Ord May 5 


Rocue, Timotny, and Patrick Roce, Tabard st, 9 

7, Cloth’ Dealers High Court Pet May 4 Ord 
y 5 

SHEDD, |. rr Draper Banbury Pet May 6 
Ord Ma: 

— Pet May 6 Ord Ma: Lear's 

mT Lewes, Hull, Builder Bradford Pet ¥Feb3 

Semmens Ee 5 Henry, Brockley, Dealer 
Greenwich Pet April 6’ Ord May 6 

Pet Feb 25 Ord 
TozE Ronse, oe Surrey, Sao Croydon Pes 


Feb 16 y3 
Waemen, Joz Harry, Bradford Bradford Pet April ° 


Ord May 6 
WILi1AMs, Guanes, Leeds, Provision Merchant Leeds 
Wiis, Joy, Posterdulaia, Grocer Swansea Pet 
May5 Ord 5 


5 Ma 
Wrxor, JouN,  Datley Dale, Derby, Nurseryman Derby 
Wrxpsor, James Heyry Torquay, Builder Exeter Pet 
May 6 Ord May 6 . 
Woopwarp, Joszrx, W: Warrington, Builder 
Warrington Pet May 5 May 5 
saat notice substituted | that > am in 
the London Gazette of April 26 


Roperts, Dayret, Wallington, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
Feb 28 ‘Ord April 22 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52s., 
post-free. SoLicrroRs’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s. 4d, WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Cowntry or 
Foreign, 28s. 


Volumes bound at the Ofice—cloth, 28. 9d. ; hatf 
law calf, 5s, 6d. 
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THEATRES. 


CRITERION. 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0, THE DUKE OF KILLI- 
CBRaNKIE: Messrs. Weedon Grossmith, Graham Browne, 
Arthur Grenville, John Kelt, Horton Cooper, Sydney 
Fenton; Mesdames Eva Moore, Helen Rous, Florence 
rwood, Marie [Illington. At 8.30, Mr. FRANK 
LINCOLN (the American Humorist). 


DALY’S. 

THIS EVENING. at 8.0, THE CINGALEE: Messrs. C. 
Haydene Coffin, Rutland Barrington, Fred Kaye, Willie 
Warde, Henry J. Ford, C. Dixon, A. Hope, and Huntley 
Wright; Mesdames Sybil Arundale. Gracie Leigh Carrie 
Moore, Topsy Sinden, Keddie, Nina Sevening, Fraser, 
D’Orme, Vivian, Severn, Stocker, Hirst, and Isabel Jay. 


DUKE OF YORK’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8,30, THE RICH MRS. REPTON: 
Mr. Dion Boucicault, Mr. Eric Lewis, Mr. A. E. Matthews, 
Mr. Dawson Milward, Mr. C. M. Lowne, Mr. Charles 
Allan, Mr. Charles Troode, Mr. Lewis Fielder, Mr. Charles 
Daly; Miss Dora Barton, Miss Florence Sinclair, Miss Lena 
iday, and Miss Compton. 


.GARRICK. 


THIS EVENING, at 9.0, THE FAIRY’S DILEMMA : 
Mr. Arthur Bourchier and Miss Violet Vanbrugh. Messrs. 
Sydney Valentine, Jerrold Robertshaw, O. B. Clarence, 
Chen, Pearce, Sims, Egerton, Castleman ; Misses Jessie 
Bateman, Ewell, Clement, Grimston, de Lucie. At 8.20, 
“ Breaking the Spell.” 


HAYMARKET. 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0, JOSEPH ENTANGLED: Mr. 
il Maude, Mr. Herbert Waring, and Miss Ellis Jeffreys ; 
Charles Sugden, Mr. Edmund Maurice, Mr. Sam 
Sothern, Mr. Kenneth Douglas, Mr. Frederick Volpé, Mr. 
Rudge Harding; Miss Beatrice Ferrar, Miss Rita Jolivet, 
Mrs. Charles Calvert. At 8.20. THE WIDOW WOOS: 
Mr. Sydney Valentine, Mr. Wilfred Forster, Master W. 

Cross, Miss Mary Brough. 


HIS MAJESTY’S. 


THIS EVENING, at 815, THE DARLING OF THE 
GODS: Mr. Tree, Mr. Basil Gill, Mr. J. Fisher White, 
Mr. 8. A, Cookson, Mr. Maurice Mancini, Mr. Cecil Rose, 
Mr. Eric Leslie, Mr. Francis Chamier; Miss Lena Ashwell, 
Miss Maud Hildyard, Miss Hilda Grey, Mrs. Stanislaus 
Calhaem, Miss Sydney Fairbrotber, Miss Mimi St. Cyr, 
Miss E. Inescort. 


IMPERIAL, Westminster. 

THIS EVENING, at 90, MISS ELIZABETH’S 
PRISONER. At 815,A QUEEN’sS MESSENGER. Mr. 
Lewis Waller, Mr. Norman MecKinnel, Mr. Frank Dyall, 
Mr. Arthur Lewis, Mr. Owen Roughwood, Mr. E. Lyall 
Swete; Miss Lottie Venne, Miss Darragh, Miss Constance 
Walton, Miss Grace Lane. 


LYRIC. 

THIS EVENING, at 80, THE DUCHESS OF 
DANTZIC: Mesdames Adrienne Augarde, Billie Burke, 
Elizabeth Firth, Violet El‘iott, Mabel Lorrell. and Evie 
Greene; Mr. Courtice Pounds and Mr. Holbrook Blinn; 
Messrs. Leonard Mackay, Philip H. Bracy, A. J. Evelyn, 
Frank Greene, and Denis O'Sullivan 


NEW THEATRE, ft. Martin's-lane. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.45, THE BRIDE and BRIDE- 
GROOM : Charles Wyndham. Meesrs. Alfred Bishop, Henry 
Kemble, Eille Norwood, T. W. Rawson, H. Duberley ; Miss 
Vane Featherston, Mrs. E. H. Brooke, Miss Sybil Carlisle 
and Miss Mary Moore. 


PRINCE OF WALES’. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.30, LA POUPEE: Mesdames 
Marianne Caldwell, Deborah Volar, Gaynor Rowlands, A. 
Coleman, 8. Lemarney, B. Graver, B. Price, L. Howard, 
and Edna May; Messrs. Norman Salmond, Roland Cun- 
ningham, C. Wibrow, L. Simkin, C. R. Walenn, M. 
Moncrieff, B. Rolfe, A. Cozens, A. Cunningham, 8. kichards, 
and Willie Edouin. 

ST. JAMES’S. 


THIS EVENING, at 9.0, SAtURVAY TO MONDAY: 
Mr. George Alexander, Messrs. A. Vane-Tempest, E. 
Vivian Reynolds, H. R. Hignett ; Mesdames Elinor Aickin, 
Beatrice Forbes Robertson, Alice Beet, Frances Wetherall, 
C. Hamilton, N. Powys, and Lilian Braithwaite. At 8.15. 
"OP O’ ME THUMB: Mr. H. Nye Chart; Mesdames 
Kemmis, Fairclough, and Hilda Trevelyan. 


STRAND. 
Proprietor and Manager, Mr. Frank Curzon. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, A CHINESE HONEYMOON: 
Meesers. Arthur Williams. E. Shale, Percy Clifton, Picton 
Roxborough, Farren Soutar; Mmes. Maud Sinclair, Lily 
Elsie, Fanny Wright, A. Beaugarde, F. Randle, H. Galton, 
M. Cassel, B. Culpin, R. Cecil, Marie Daltra, M. George, 
M. Stather, and Marie Dainton. 


TERRY’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 9.0, THE HOUSE OF BURNSIDE: 
Mr, Edward Terry ; Mesdames Carlotta Addison, Olga Kay, 
Beatrice Terry, and Kats Rorke; Messrs. W. T. Lovell, 
A. E. George. J. A. Bentham, A. Eldred, and Geo: 
Shelton. At 815, CYRUS Q. BLAKE: Misses C. Earle, 
O. Temple; Messrs. Bentham, Lovell. 


“ SET TIAe. 

, A. and 8. Gatti and Charles Frohman. 

THIS EVENING. at 8.0, THE CHERRY GIRL: Miss 

Ellaline Terriss and Mr. Seymour Hicks; Misses Carmen 

Hill, Constance Hyem, Kate Vesey, Hilda Antonv, Dorothy 
, Gladys Archbutt, Claire Marsden ; Messrs. Mervyn 

Dene, FEAw: Sillward, Stan'ey Bre‘t, Murray King, 

Trevor, Master George Her«-e. 















MERRYWEATHER. LONDON ee 527 : 
MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEA 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Illustrated 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG AGRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO H.M. THE KING. 


7 


The ‘‘ VALIANT’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &, 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO— 
Earl Fitzhardinge. E. W. Harcourt, Esq. 
Lord Gifford. Earl Scarborough. 
Lord Pirbright. Baron F. de Rothschild, 
Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
Sidney Harrison, Esq., J.P. | Sir Phillip Egerton. 
Wilberforce Bryant, Esq. | Miss A. de Rothschild. 
tA. MacKenzie, Esq., &c., &c. 


Pamphlet No. 829%. 











Chancery Lane, W. 


THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 





Solicitors’, University, and other Law Examinations orally 
(class or individual) or by correspondence. Classes for Bar, 
Solicitors, and London LL.B. will commence in July. 
Pupils may be entered at once. Correspondence Courses 
are now ready.—For particulars, prospectus, and further 
information apply personally or by post to Mr. W. H. 
Sanpers, Secretary, London School of Law, 1, Old Ser- 
jeants’-inn, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


AAR. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
A to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. 
—Particulars on application, personally or by letter, at 93, 


Principal: Mr. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (London), 
Exhibitioner and University Law Scholar. --Tuition for Bar, 





| AW. — Wanted, Solicitor in Newcastle- 
4 upon-Tyne to Assist Senior Partner; must be a 
capable Conveyancer, thoroughly conversant with Company 
Law, Mining Leases, and the general routine of a Pro- 
vincial Practice; also able to interview clients in the 
absence of his principal.—Apply, stating age, experience, 
and salary required, to 8. A. H., care of “ Solicitors’ 
Journal ’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





AW.—Experienced Conveyancing, Costs, 

and Accountant Clerk open to Temporary Engage- 
ment; arrears worked up from papers; salary or com- 
mission; good references.—F. Barker, 111, Holly-road, 
Northampton. 


AW. — Experienced Book Keeper and 
4 General Clerk Seeks Re-engagement; Town or 
Country ; excellent testimonials as to character and capa- 
bilities. —R., 33, Godolphin-road, Shepherd’s Bush, W. 


ANTED, in London Solicitor’s Office, 

Clerk thoroughly acquainted with Duties of Clerk 
a Commissioners of Taxes.—Address A. B., 117, Chancery- 
jane, W.C 


DVERTISER, age 30, with 16 years’ 
ja ——_ yaw me in Jeni. a a and Estate 

cea, uires Appointment ; rt er, Repairs 
Collections, and all work appertai ~ to Real’ Property.— 
hg 7 ‘Solicitors’ Journal’? Office, 27, Chancery- 
ane, W.C. 


OLICITORS’ COSTS Prepared for Taxa- 
Srengiemecel ae for 2 per cent., or salary.—Lex, 57, 
AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 


payment 25 per cent. will be taken off 
writing in-, en off the following 

















8. 4. 
Abstracts Copied + oe O 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts oan «» 2 8 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand .. © 2 per folio. 
Deeds Abstracted +» 2 O per sheet, 


Full Copies ese ove +. © 2 per folio. 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet; : 


raft, 4d. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d, to 3s. 6d. per skin. pe 





KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.U. 





£5 to £25,000, or Upwards.—Loans 

on permanent mortgage can be immediately 
arranged on good Freehold or Leasehold Securities, Rever- 
sions, Absolute Life Interests, or other eligible Securities, 
Weeklies not entertained. Not trust funds. — Apply, 
Wituiam P. Neat, Esq., Solicitor, Pinner’s Hall, " 
Winchester-street, London E.C. 


TI'\O0 PROPERTY OWNERS, Solicitors, and 

Others.—SALES by AUCTION, conducted at the 
MART, on the following terms : —No sale no charge ; butif 
sold from 5 guineas to include all commission and all ow 
expenses.— Write Auctio, at Horncastle’s, Cheapside, E.C. 


ULHAM and VICTORIA PARK.—For 
SALE by PRIVATE TREATY, Three Leasebold 
Ground-rents amounting to £25, £25, and £74 respectively, 
well secured bv an ample margin of rental value; an exeel- 
lent opportunity for profitable and secure investment.— 
For particulars apply to Tuurcoop & Maartiy, Lani 
Agents, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Y\USSEX.— For SALE by PRIVATE 
TREATY, well-timbered Pleasure Farms, Accommo- 
dation Land, and Building Sites, from 8 acres to about 70 
acres in area, in a picturesque and healthy neighbourhood, 
with easy access to Tunbridge Wells, London, and the 
South Coust, amidst valuable residential property; an 
excellent purchase for speculation or occupation —For 
particulars apply to Tuurcoop & Martin, Land Agents, 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (except Sundays), 
from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission 1s., Mondays 
Children always 6d. Ladies or gentlemen may be ele 
Fellows of the Society. Entrance fee £5, Annual sub- 
scription £3, or composition fee £35.— For particulars apply 
te the Secretary, 3, Hanover-square, W. 




















Solicitors’ Brief Bags. 


FROM 7/@ EACH. 
Miastrated Liat Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Ltd, 


191 & 192, FLEET STREET, LONDON, &.¢. 


This 
HM. CO’ 
The 


ACCID] 
Capital Si 


Policies 
men’s Cor 
and at Co’ 


DAW 


PEEpzrreree 


